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CHAPTER J 
INTRODUCTION 
PULBOSe Ol muac Heport 


tiie privacy purpeace Gr unis repOrty IS TOsiGenvl ivy, 
describe, and analyze those reform measures which have been 
iMerouuced in the Yist Congress and which relate to the 
wemeressionel phase of the Federal budget process. Budgetary 
Penorm proposals are GVaivMe ved, CO the Cxtcnc possi ple. 

Peom the congressional point of view, Using this approach, 
the report estimates the feasibility of acceptance and 
enactment of particular proposed changes, 

LO DeeviIae a founds’ vion for the evalviavren oF 
eueren:. reform legisletion, subsidiary portions of this 
/maeore record 4a Drier history of the congressional phase of 
Bie budgetary process, describe current budgetary metnods and 
Peeccdures, identify specific criticisms leveled at Congress, 
analyze past efforts at reform and discuss major events and 
megislative actions which have inrluenced and modified the 


budget process, 
Reform Proposals for the Budget 


PolerGe WUMbst Oi Serious eGriticisms are being 
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[ereecteansat tae Organization and procedures of Congress. 
An abundant literature is available listing all manner of 
Zenon Proposals, Cnanges are being demanded in the seniority 
a em COMM Cuvee Structure and procedure, edministrative 
organization, leadership hierarcny, and the many, nonrelevant 
duties and responsibilities assigned to congressmen, 

While acknowledging the validity and seriousness 
of many criticisms, practical constraints preclude a complete 
a@ravysis and-evalvation of all reforms currehtly being 
proposed. Accordingly, a smaller and more manageable 
segment of congressional activity has been isolated for 
research purposes. Analysis, comments and evaluation in 
Mies report are restricted to those reform proposals relating 
mworcne congressional phase of the budgetary process, 

The preparation, authorization and appropriation 
Peeeesses associated with the Federal budget are extremely 
complex. The budget is a statement of the goals and 
@eyectives of the government and it establishes priorities 
mer occomplishment of specific activities and programs, 
fittvempudeet is, simultaneously, a political document, 2 
Statement of economic and fiscal policy, a financial manage- 
ment document and a blueprint for forthcoming Federal 
ecuivities and operations, 

The autnorization and appropriations phase of the 


bucgetary process has become the subject of increasing 





Criticism in the news media and literature in recent years, 
eeweler1on is pending berore the 91lst Congress which, if 


enactec, Will bring about a number of changes, 


Methods of Evaluating Reform Proposals 


Qeewrprermme ai eer ame yo ee eae SRS SS i me 


Poayrmeese lected the Bumectary process for research 
ead Study, the Department of Defense Appropriations Act for 
Fiscal Year i970 has been utilized as a research vehicle, 

Due to its preseminence, in the appropriations process, the 
House Appropriations Committee is singled out for special 
analysis and comment throughout the report. 

A Substantial amount of the criticism leveled at 
Congress and the budgetary process has come from individuals 
mo are not members of the legislature and, tnus; have an 
Powcsider’s view and bias." neitewe Prete Gie 116s) OT 
political science, Social science and management science, 
BrOageochens, have alleged thet Congress is ineffective, 
Peenaic and poses a barrier to progress, These critics 
Meevain that Congress urgently needs reform and suggest 
peal citude of changes and improvements. A number are 
fmemerenccd jan this report. 

In addition to the “outside critics," an increasing 
mumoer Of articles and books, authored by members of Congress, 
have begun to appear on the subject of congressional reform, 


The tnesis of this report is tnat the most promising 


ne 





by 


$ 


Ss for rerorm have originated from and must, 


~ 
Ele 


Deopoce 
moet reeply, be accepted by this grounp. 

Te acquire some insignt into reform bemislation 
Pecroewced in the current Congress, and to obtain an informed 
measure of the degree of congressional support for the 
Various proposals,. personal interviews were held with 
Memecved OTTICials and staff personnel irvolved in the 
Sooropriations process, 

Various offices on Capitol Hill and committee 
staff members made available copies of printed nearings, 
committce reports, legislative documents, committee prints, 
and provided candid commentaries on committee activities 
melavings to proposed reform legislation, 

The Congressional Record end the Congressional 
Digest were extensively reviewed, Whenever possible, 
selected floor debates and committee hearings were attended 
“ea, Gevelop a sreater appreciation and understanding of the 


Duesetery process, 
Prelude to Budgetary Reform 


tewiee Jvanvery, 8£970, suave of the Union messare, 
Preesiaent Nixon stated, “it is a time for institutional 
review and reform." The President stressed that governmental 


institutional reforms were needed now and referred to the 


ee ae 
a 
S&S 
>» = oa 2 
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movoOs as “an age of reforn,' vd 

in addition to the corrective measures required 
Per solving such majox problems ms pollution, poverty, and 
Pee seis 1G possible that the President end his congressional 
audience also envision the beginning of ean “age of reform" 
GaaCenmicol Hill? 

There have been indications that vhe Congress, 


nizes deficicneies in its 


NW 


moe "expecially the Senate, reco 


CQ 


pRescnt operations and internal structure. One such 
Temcationm@as the "establishment of the Joint Committee 


Seecne Ommanization ef vhe Com@ress, The Joint Committee 


‘ 


was assigned the following tasks by the 89th Congress: 


sw e« to make a full and complete study of the 

me ani Ze01Oon Ana Chereartion of the Congress of che 
United States and to recommend iinprovements in 
Such organization and operation with @ view touard 
Sereacunening the Congress, simplifyime its 
operations, improving its relationships with 

other branches of the United States government, 

Maa onepling it bever vo meet its responsibilitwes 
under the Constitution,@ 


The establishment of this Committee marked the 
first major congressional effort at reform since 1946, when 


public and congressional demands for reform finally resulted 


@ Petes « 





Qnerwe:*s 85° SOC “ee 8 


l“state of the Union Address," NBC Telecast, 
January 22, 1970. 


2U, Se Congress, Senate, Organization of Congress, 


lO nae 


pee ert, +260 Pumsuenc to S. Cons Res. 2, O9th Cong., ist sess., 
65mm Po 2. 
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in ec sestablishwent of a similar Joint Committee with 
Similar responsibilities, goals and objectives, The work 
ot usec eer licr Joint Committee meculted in the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946, This Act and its reform 
mrovisions are discussed later inethis repers ft is 
Suificient to nove, at this point, that the Legislative 
Reorgenization Act of i946 was the first major reform since 
the passase of the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, 
ercating the national budget system, 

The Joint Committee (89th Congress) rendered its 


report on July 28, 1966. Reform legislation based on the 


Je 


report was first introduced in 1967, and has been introduced 


nO 


Gr 


fi Gacn Congress since tnai 
The 19/70°s may be “an ame of reforms} Certainly 
wie COnNeress is acuvely aware of the continuing erosion of 


its power end influence relative to that of the President 


2 


ana che Executive Branch, A privately financed management 
Cemeulvent’s study recently reported: 


The Presidency continues to be developed and perfected 
pee en instrument for decisiom, amd indeed, tne Executive 
Branch nas repeatedly been the subject of constructive 
analysis, including the Hoover Commission studies and 
examinetions by experienced administrators and acadeni- 
cians who have applied new knowledge and techniques to 
Peder®) government administration. The Execuvive Office 
Pe TviemerosTaetuNnas secachned os vere! of excellence as a 
Mower 6nSvItucion facili vecime Ewectcive decision, By 
Contrast, Congress has grceativ lag@eed behind the 
Presidency in developing and facilitating its ability 


to decide, 
Recognition of its deficiencies. and the need for 
mem by Some members or Congress, or even by a Majority 
G@emwen> members, May not be sufficient to actually legislate 
change. Many reform proposals have been introduced in 
Seereress Since the enactment of the Legislative Reorgenization 
Act of 1946, but such efforts towards congressional reforn 
have becn consistently unsuccessful. 
Former Senavor Josepn S, Clark of Pennsylvenie, 
a strong and outspoken advocate for congressionol reforn, 
has stressed that “reform 1S now more urgent than ever 
before.” The Senator has written: 
In this jumble of party organization, some parts of 
Ene machinery work efrectively and democratically, 
eerers dO not Work av ally The result, however, is 
eontrol of the inner workings of the Ccnsressional 
institution by a conservative bipartisan minority 
coalition I have named the Congressional Establisn-- 
ment ~ the tight little band of men who, dedicated 
to the status quo, and determined to maintain their 
power and prerogative, guard the citadel against the 
majority will and prevent Congressional reform,” 
Senator Clark cites a need for a complete re- 


eXamination of the rules, procedures, customs and traditions 


Of the Congress in order to update and modernize the 





3Dr,. Philip Donham and Robert Fahey, Congre 
Needs Help, (New York: Random House, 19655), pp. So. 


NJosepn S,. Clark, “Coda: Making Congress Work, 
mepmenwed “in Congressional Reform: Problems and Prospects, 


RO et cat) AEDS NP AT A RE NIT Ny 1S Sater + ETI Oe ee a ee ee ed 


(New York: Thomas Y., Crowell Co., 1965), De aac Tem 





sovernisencal machinery. 

HhSevune, CONncress, anda tne country, enter a nev 
gqecade in tvhe 70‘°%s, perhaps the growing pressures for 
ermeanee will prevail. Tne polPMvical climate and public 
memeron seem to be conducive for the ecnacvument of a modern 
Peormsanizeation Acts The news media continues to carry 
criticisms leveled at the "archaic customs and hallowed 
meat tions” of the Congress. 

in order to establish a foundation for under- 
standing and appreciating the many facets involved in 
e 166ting cotigressional reform, the following Chapter 
provides a synopsis of “historical developments in the 
Federal budgetary process, Thereafter, and prior to 
Cememdecracion of specific criticisms and current legislative 
meform proposals, a survey of major reform legislation and 


m“epiicable commission reports is discussed, 


—_— - °° - a 





CHAPTER II 


THE CONGRESSIONAL PHASE OF THE BUDGETARY PROCESS 


SL SM ROT RE RES RITES AN REPENS © Tah i ig GT NPN i 


ine Congress derives its authority to legislate, 


tO raise revenues, and to expend public monies directly 


from the 


Constitution of the United States, <Applicanple 


Secvcions of the Constituvion serve to establish the 


eieenority’ of Consress for ecnacting legisiation, passing 


mevenue and appropriation measures, and exercising 


appropriate control and oversight over the programs and 
& 


activities 


rar Uv é 


eae C.. 


Sea we 


of the Executive Branch, 


lL, Get, | 


All legislative powers herein granted shall be 
vested in a Congress of the United States, which 
Shall consist of a Senate and House of Repre- 
Sentavives,. 


Dp CGO 


Para, 18 The Congress shall have the power to 

make all jaws which shall be necessary and propor 
LOR VeSrryines Sivoo CxXeCucionvEne Toreso ime Dower, 
and ali the other powers vested by this Consvitution 
ii wie ws2OvermmMelly Ome bNemUmM Ved oun ueS Ole Ii eaniy 
department or officer thereof; 

Paras te Seas tO reise and supper’ Armies: 

ranean 3 sees. vO Provide and maintain a Navy; 
Para, 14% .. . to make rules for the Government 

and Regulation of the land and naval forces, 


liemcece, oO 


Paras 7 No money Shall be drawn from the Treasury, 
but in consequence of appropriations made by law; 
and @ recular statement and account of the receipts 
and expenditures of all public money shall be 
Davteonee from Grne LO tine. 





oo an 


10 
Tne President of the United States is Cotunmander-~ 


Macher of the Armed Forces, but his powers and euthority 


4 


Mom eccl, te Limitation and review by the Congress, Th 
C@rmerrtucion assigns to Congress the exclusive power to 
raise armies and provide and maintain a Navy. The Congress 
wewrerrner assigned pover to regulate and administer the 
Semoea services, Tne Presidenv, as the chief executive, 
heasweeclivsive power to exercise Military command over the 
armed services in peace and in war, and the President 
exercises and administers the statutory rules and regulations, 
Mebacing to the services, Thus, the Congress and the 
President jointly share responsibility for the armed 
services. The Congress provides and administers: the 
President exercises command and control, This dicnotony 

is somewhat similar to the administrative nanacvenent/ 
Wilitary command relationships in the Department of the 

Navy. in the Naval establishment, an activity looks to its 
amanivetrawive conmender for logistics support and technical 
frecrpion, and to its military conmander for operational 
control and mission assignments, 

The blurring of Executive/Legislative Branch 
responsibility and authority was obviously intentional, 
Gmeetne part of the authors of the Constitution. The 
separation of powers, in this manner, thougn recognized to 
be somewhat inefficient, was intended as added protection 


against tyranny by a despotic government. The fear of 





te 


@ = 


Peeemiiy was Still fresh in the minds of our early leaders, 


aS 2 resuit, the Constituvion established a Federal govern- 
ment with limited powers to ensure that ultimate power 
Pemained in the hands of the individuel citizen, In 
Congressional Control] of Administration, Joseph Harris 


wT 


g@@eecrmibes the separation of powers: 


iicwitcbbers Of the Constitution Of Che United Staves 
established a separation of powers by providing for a 
Pererece and 2 Presidemayeon the same Jeral plane, then 
iiered ve Separation Dy giving Cach certain rights 


pomcreck Or Aniluence the aculvities of the OUCNEY seems 

jess Une Constitution vested the execuvive potier in the 
President but gave to Congress certain specific functions 
Piclvudings aucvhority to provide for executive departinents 
and their officers, to advise and consent to (or reject) 
the President's nomination to the principal offices, and 
HomorOovide the funds for the cdepartinents to Spend, 

The Congress began to exercise its powers, as 
eranted by the Constitution, immediately. With the establish- 
ment of executive departments, Congress made it clear that 
only those powers which hada been specifically granted to 
them by law were valid. Executive departments and agencies 
could pursue only those activities and programs authorized 
memceoeress OF the Constitution, 

From the earliest days of the republics, it has 
been the congressional phase of the appropriations process 
which has provided the most effective meens of control and 


oversight over the executive agencies and departments, By 


Sranting - or withholding ~ authority, to obligate funds of 


. 


se eee eo eee we 


Administration, (Washington, D. re The Brookings Institution, 


1964), pp. 3-4, 





eZ 
the Treasury, the Congress has retained a position of power 
end influence 
Berore proceeding to an ex@mmation of the current 
Seeepevzation of Congress and its» operations, a brief history 
is provided of the development of the Executive/Lecislative 


budget process, 


TiC BeCIMnINeS Cherie eeeecCulIve/Lesislouive 


a cca ee ce Ol SO al ET te es 


Bud ¢ se TU Proce ess 


te 5 et 


In i789, the House of Representatives appointed 
eewelect Committee on Ways and Means, which was to consider 
and report on an “estimate of supplies.” However, Aiexander 
Meme lcron, the first Secicstary of the Treasury, hed been 
granted wide authority “to prepare and report estimates of 
public revenue and public expenditures," thus, minimizing 
Seneressional involvement and control, With strong federalist 
backing, in the Congress, Secretary Hamilton recomnended 
taeaG appropriations be granted “under a few generalized 
heads." His request was granted, and this practice was 
mowvowed until 1795. During this time, pressure was beginning 
Peommount in Congress for the exercise of a stronger voice 
weeeevernment expenditures. Led by Albert Gallatin, the 
Republicans expressed concern that Congress had abdicated 


1tS constitutional responsibilities. In 1795, Secretary 


Hamilton resigned, The Republicans had gained a majority 


“ 


in the House of Representatives, and the Ways and Means 





2 

Committee was quickly re-established. The Committee's first 
task was to recoup congressional control over appropriations 
and expenditures - and leverage over the executive depart~ 
ments - by insisting that the large appropriation acts be 
broken down into detailed itemization, 

Thus;e@wne conflict, bewmmeen Concresermand ese 
Pmeecutive over the matter of detailed itemization of 
appropriations, as opposed to general programmatic 
appropriations, is historical. Today, the strong con- 
mpescionoal resistance, to the Planning, Programming and 
budecting concept advocated by “Gne MSecutive Prone’ qe 
ones in part, to this same basic controversy. The controversy 
is not restricted to Congress and the Executive Branch. 
There have also been differences of opinion within the 
Congresss In i789, the House passed a military appropriations 
bill containing detailed and specific itemization, The 
Senate refused to agree to the detail and specification, 
and passed an amendment consolidating all of the appropriations 
into one general sppropriation, The measure was finally 
resolved in Joint Committee, when the House reluctantly 
aepecd tO accept the consolidation, The convroversy was 
Pemporarily settiled,, but was far from resolved. These 
differences in opinion remain, even today. The House of 
mempresentavives iS committed to the principle of itemization 


mM Order to achieve the maximum degree of control and 








4 4b 
weweteon., ine House takes iis “control and oversight" 
PecDOnMo OIL LbLie€S scriousily, and the Appropriations Committee 
mevcde tenaciously cto its prerogatives for fundins of Federal 
activities and the continuous surveillance of executive 
departments and agencies, 
In 180%, Presidem: Jeffersom appointed Ateert 

Gallatin (Secretary Hamilton's long-time adversary) to the 
ifeercion Of Treasury-Secretary: Secretary Gallatin arranged 
to have the next message to Congress recommend that 
“appropriations be in specific sums to every specific 
purpose susceptible to definition, that transfers of funds 
from one purpose to another be prohibited and contingency 
funds be redvced."” The Secretary believed that detailed 
itemization was essential, in order to assure Sieve. 
accountability for Federal expenditures. His new position, 
Mem@ovpb,, influenced him to further caution Cone noes enavs 

» « « the legislature could not foresee, in all its 

deteils, the necessary applications of monies and 

r~easonable discretions should be allowed to the 

proper executive departments 6 

The Wavs and Means Committee was made a standing 

committee in the House, in 1802. The Congress continued 


its efforts to impose oversight and control over executive 


arencies and deocartments by enacting splintered appropriations 


eee: Ga eee i ee ee, ES aE ee oo 


Sibid., De Sle 
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and rigid, detailed legislation, By 1860, the Ways ond 


ad 


Means Committee had become the most poverful and influential 
committee in the House, and 1tS Chairman was second only te 
the Speaker of the House in prestige and power, The 
Semrmrcvuce, as might be expected,, resisted’ all efforts by 
Sencr House members to divide its work, and objected to 
the suggested establishment of a separate Committee for 
Appropriations, The division of autnority would necessarily 
result in a reduction of their power and influence, 

lays and Means was overwhelmed by the incrcased 
workload occasioned by the War Between The States, On 
March 2, 1865, a new committee was formed to review the 
estimates and report the general avpropriations bills. 
Following the lead of the House, in 1867, the Senate divided 
the work of its Finance Committee, and established ea 
Committee on Appropriations, 

From the very beginning, the House Appropriations 
Committee was comprised of a conservative and highly dedicated 
group of congressmen, Members appointed to Appropriations 
were dedicated to “guarding the Treasury and reducing 
government expenditures." The goals and objectives, of the 
House Appropriations Committee and its subcommittees, are 
Meoeribed in a subsequent section. It is sufficient to note 


here that their goals of economy and efficiency, in government, 


| 
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were not popular with the rest of Congress, Other members 
Meeemved the Committee*s power to curtail and reject money 
reauests, Members became particularly distressed when 
Pewee PDrojeces and activities for the benefit of vheir 
own constituencies were "cut out end/or cut back," wnder 
ifjemmacvehnful eyes of the Committee. 

Adding to the burden of the Appropriations 
Committee was the fact that this was a period of Treasury 
Surpluses in the United States, Thougnts of economy., 
erficiency and balanced budgets were not popular among 
members of Congresse because Of this dichotomy of 
philosopnies, regarding tne expenditure of public funds, 
members of the legislative committees conducted continual 
assaults on Appropriations and its extraordinary powers, 

Beginning in 1877, and Poe inten in 1880 and 
1885, the Appropriations Committees was systematically 
stripped of its authority and powers. The House voted to 
erant budget review authority to the various substantive 
committees, which had jurisdiction over the particular 
activity or program. In effect, the spending agencies 
and departments dealt directly with their "authorizing" 
Substantive committees for’funds, The result of this 
arrangement was predictable, Federal expenditures increased 


mapsaily., There “was no coordinated control or coordinated 
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revYew of the Federal budget by Congress, or by the Exccutive 
feonci,, for thet matter. sSsplinvered responsibility, for 
appropriavions review and approval, continued until the 
Peecese Of the Budset and Accounting Act of 1921, The 
Budget and Accounting Act provided for a Single House 
mepropriatvions Conmitres, which wevld be responsible for 
ewe money measures. The House again tried to gain control 
over Federal expenditures and executive activities and 
programs , 

This review, of the historical development of 
the Executive/Legislative budget process, has covered the 
period from 1789 to 1921. The present arrangement and 
Suruccure of committees and subcommittee es has remained 
basically unchanged since 1924 Although the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of i946 attempted to make certain 
refinements and improvements in congressional methods and 
temmLlceLvec procedures, these efrorts were largely wnsuccess-~ 
TeEL 

W2Ch Ents. baeeeeround, 2 revietl Ofeere cucrenk 
organizational procedure for authorization and appropriation 
of the Federal budget is appropriate, 


Organization of the Congress 


Or TS ARES A ER TNS 


Commit ttee/Subcommitt roe, Structure 


AG ine Lereieent or most evaluations of Congress, 





18 
and its procedures, are allegations of inefficiencies 
in and condemnations of the committee system. Generelly, 
biroeLype Of COMpDlAaIN’ originates outside of Congress, but, 
meee neve been ocessions Minenm an aucvhor or reporter has 
been able to quote a Congressman or Senator uttering his 
Seeremcnantment and dissatisfaction. Before describing the 
Specific proposed reform measures, relating to the committee 
and subcommittee structure, a closer look at the committee 
System may be valuable, 

CYLULCLSM Of The Comm Creg@estructure is not new, 
meodrow Wilson referred to committees as “little legisiatures, 
m@emaoscrined the process of gcvermnent as “a sovernment 
mesvending committee." The main eC uave OF iG Seeders 
waoevo encourage reform of Gonerese: The reform proposed 
io vO be accomplished by changes in the committee system, ¢ 

It is generally conceded that the majority of work 


of Congress is performed in the committee/subconmittee 
Environment. Bills, reported out of committee, are subjected 
to only superficial review by the parent chamber, This 
Bemmew 15 Slight in comparison to the detailed and exnaustive 


mere required in the preparation of the bill. geer and 


hewerens provide confirmation, in The President and Congress: 


a EE, aS SP Ey AF I ST AIS, 


“Voodrow Wilson, Congressional Governnuent, (Boston: 
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1885), Deo. 





ro 


Me bee ad tod oS 
loor is normelly 
o OL 


The real business of Congress is trans 

Committees: what takes place on the f 

the ratification, without significant chang 

what has been decided in the committe 6 

The tremendous workload precludes individual 

Cemeressmen from essuming a gpeneralist role in legislative 
matters, Members must be content to achieve a degree of 
eee raliZavion in certain, iimited fields and to rely on 
their fellow members for expertise and counsel in other 
feeos., i‘Iinis is the principle of reciprocity, which most 
members of Congress find indispenseble. The House is able 


@emecOpe With its workload through specialization, 


Congressional committees are powerful and function 


fe 


for the most part as autonomous units. Autonomy is not 
eueoltuce, however, The committee is still responsible to 

its parent body. But, it can enjoy a great amount of 
independence in its day-to-day operations, Its page Pongenes 
and autonomy are threatened only when the committee members 
wie, iyi Some drastic Way, to Live up to the expectations 

of the parent body. If the committee members’ conduct 
meeerontsS, Civher individually or collectively, the parent 


body can impose disciplinary sanctions, Sanctions may involve 


fmeehure to provide support on the floor or organized opposition 


al 


Spowland Ppepereand, Joscpn P, Harmicua lhe i ios went 


and Congress, (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, ince, 


198° § ine p. 57, 
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Pemewecnweec bce ropOry, Or bDill.e More serious sanctions mignt 


ea 


imvoive stripping the committee of some of its powers and/ 
eomemicing its Jlesislative jurisdiction. 

Petecaveoieunc fTicgom.ein eivher body of a committce- 
sponsored bill, results ina loss of prestige and influence 
for the committee and itS members, <A committee will avoid 
G@epeac on tne floor, if at all possible, Avoidance can 
include intentional failure to report out a measure that is 
@iven little chance of passage. Legislation of this type 
es resworked and re-written exnaustively, until such time 
25 20 iS given a good chance of being enacted, Most battles 
over legislation are conducted in committee, Seldom are 
Pmeecrences brougniy to vhe Ploor, This is especially true 
in the House, And it is especially true within appropriations 
cohnmictvees , 

[ine commitrescs hire their own staff personnel, and 
Seabtlisn their own rules of procedure. The committee meets 
eat the chairman's call, and meetings proceed at ao pace 
satisfactory to the members, Most important work takes 
place in “closed" or “executive” sessions, Again, this is 
Sepocially tree in the House,» All House Appropriations 
Semittves hearings are “closed;" Accordingly, the proceedings 
Or the committees are often kept from public view, The 


meroscd meetings aid in the “socialization process” of 





on 
members, Commitvee and suoconnittee unity is enhanced, 
"Closed" meetings facilitate open and candid discussion of 
pending legislation, Tne members can search for consensus 
Peeconpronise, ravuner than create a majority/nminority split 
ever a cOnvested solution, When the solution is subsequently 
reported out of committee, members usually rally in support 
of the report and its recommendations, Minority reports 
are rare in the House, and Such reports are especially rare 
in the House Appropriations Committee. This avpraisal is 


Supstantiated by The Congressman, His Work as He Sees It: 





The influence of commitvcees in the legislative proces 
is bolstered by the practice, particularly prevalent ier 
mee ADpropriavions Cormmiveee, of confinine efforts to 
merest Or modary 2 proposal to activities with the 
committee itself. Once the battie has been fougnt and 

Boerved BNeCe,evIoce Ii che comma rtces Minoraty ofcen 
do not vress their case on the House floor. ‘The 
emphasis is on closing ranks and preserting a united 
front,.? 


The committee system and infra~structure help to 
Satisfy a member's needs for power, pre enor mecoenl Fionn 
peeerespect as an individuele in the smaller units provided 
by the comnittee/subcommittee structure, the member can 
Perrorm a meaningful role, By hard work, and acnieving a 
depree of specialization in a particular field of interest, 


Wife Member can earn respect, influence, porer and a personal 


Scharles L. Clapp, The Congressman ~- His Work as 


See: a ee ee 


Meeoces It, (Washington, Dy C.: The Brookings iveti tuveon, 


i553), DD. 213-214. 
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sense of setisfaction, 

Ticeeecommltoce.Ssystem iS important to individual 
members of Congress. Any reform measure, to be successful, 
miso Lake proper cognizance of the personal needs and goals 
Siweccnsressmen, It is; at best, difficult for a member to 
woimevrec his personal foals or te perform as an individual 
imoeoie larger, parent body. im the House, he must compete 
with 435 congressnen for the floor. But, members can find 


meeaenetul work, an individual role,, solidarity, trust, 


respect, and high esprit in the committece/subcormittee 
environment. 
An integral part of any aiscussion of the committee 


Syocvem is a recognition of the power and influence of committee 
eearrmen, All committee chairmensnips are prestigious 
Peeevions, However, pre-eminent among the committee chair- 
men is the Chairman of the House Approprietions Committee, 

[iil atvcer 1S usually accorded &@ position of influence, 

second only to that of the Speaker of tne House, 

A VEVieS Ol theadwives andwamieveri ty serves ave 
establish the wide-ranging scope and power of the committee 
cnairmen, The chairman calls committee meetings and schedules 
iemorder of businesss AS presiding officer at meetings, he 
PeeogniZzes Members who wish to speak or to question witnesses. 


The chairman decides on the order in which bills will be 
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mare Ne 23) COmnTry Tee, HE conurcls and directs the committee 
ie tiv AN 1Mportant power is the control over subcommittees. 
Tne committee chairman establishes subcommittees, selects 
subcommittee members and appoints the subcomuittes chairman, 
memaoevermines vhe scope of legislative jurisdiction to be 
assigned to the subcommittee, The committee chairman 
approves requests for member travel on comnittee/subcommittce 
business, When bills are reported out of committee, the 
chairman acts as floor manager, Should & Conference Committee 
igemeiecesSary, and such @ reconciliation is invariably necessary 
for appropriations measures, the chairman serves as the 
senior member of the House/Senate delegation, 


To become a committee chairman, a legislator must 
Wageeserved continuously on a particular committee longer 
meee any other member of his party, He must.,j. of covrse, be 
a member of the majority. This seniority principle has 
often been criticized in the news media and literatur 
But, there does nov seem to be a preat amount of support 
for changing the system within the Congress, Congressmen 
apparently believe that the present system is Superior to 
Wien proposed alternatives, which may prove to be even more 
dysfunctional, The seniority principle serves to promote 
Stebility and a degree of conservatism within Congsress., 


weecics of the seniority system complain that the cn@arman— 


ships are not asSigned on the besis of talent, ability or 





2hy 
meovicvuenicy represenvatvion, These critics maintain that 
Winning @ chairmanship is simply a matter of endurance, 
Though endurance, alone, may not be considered a sufficient 
feeruue, surcly it is a positive indication of political 
avcractiveness and competent performance, as registered at 
the election polis by the member's constituents, 

Although subjects of specialization and reciprocity 
have already been briefly defined, their importance, especially 
jee ne touse, provide the basis for further discvssicn, 

The tremendous volume of work. placed on Congress, 
has forced a formal sub-division of the legislative effort, 
The sub-division has been accomplished by forming numerous 
Subcommittees, As previously discussed, most of the work 
is performed at the subcommittee level. The review of bills, 
Peecne full Committee, is usually perfunctory and superficial, 
oimitariyv, the measures are not debated atv length on the 
jmoor of the House, 

A large increase in the number of Subcommittees 
eemesaimost immediately after passage of tne Lezislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946. This Act reduced the nwaber of 
mewtoing COommivtees, Tne decrease, in standing committees, 
Mecurted in creating a@ wider legislative jurisdiction for 
those renaining committees, The expanded jurisdiction, and 


increasing workload, made the sub-division of labor inevitable. 


25 
Congressmen moanase “bo cope with the legisletive 
workload by specializing in 3 particular area; then they 
jmeey On congressional colleagues for aid and advice in 


devermining & position on proposed bills or subjects, 
Which are beyond thelr specific fields of competence and 
Knowledge. 
IM Gescripiie Cieeeuinicmole Of tTeeiprocit ty and 
tne deference to recognized specialists, Richard Fenno, Jr. 
Writes, as follows: 
Only by specializing can they (Congress) unearth the 
moLume of information necessary for the intelligent, 
critical Screening of budget requests. Only by 
developing their own expertise can Committee members 
euecessfully céunter the bettery of experts sent down 
by each executive agency to defend its budget,.t 
fie Specitic devails of the setection process, 
for membership on congressional committees, and this process 
does differ between the two political parties, is not 
tfmscussed in this report, However, a Word concerning the 
philosophy of selection criteria, as between the appropriations 
committee and the substantive conmittees, is considered 
germane and appropriate. For example, the House Appropriations 


Committee is formed deliberately with members who are 


@eoincerested in the programs that they will vote to finance. 





1Oficnard Pasrenno, Jr., The@Power of the Purse - 
Appropriations Politics in Congress, (Boston: Littie, Brown 
and Company, 1966), p. 162, 
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On balance, Appropriations Committee members tend to be 
negatively motivated toward government spending, econony 
Minded and relatively free from spending pressure by their 
Bors tisuencies, 

The substantive committees, in contrast, are often 
formed with members having personal, ideological and/or 
SCOnstitvuency interest in the particular subject area. The 
substantive committee members are more often strongly 
Oriented toward program support, continuation and growth 


in the favored area 


03 


The patterns of committee member selection criteria 
reduce to: (1) constituency or personal interest, or (2) 
no personal or vested interest in the Subject area, 
Siyeously, tne latter criterion is more conpatible with 
Maes Dudg@et—-cutting"” role of House Appropriations Committee 
members, The following quote, from the Congressional Quarterly, 
though somewneat dated, substantiates the point: 


On the basis of a 1960, district by district analysis 

Of military installations, 3 of the 5 members of the 
Military Construction Subcommittee, and 7 of the 14 
members of the Defense Department Subcommittee, were 
wMicnout a Single military installation in their districts. 
The average number of military installations per member 
of the latter subcommittee was 1 1/2; whereas, the 
average number per member of the anthorizing committee - 
the Armed Services Committee was 3. 


oan 


ilcongressional Quarterly Service, Congressional 
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Quarterly, (Washington, D. C.: Congressional Quarterly 
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et 


The committees and subcomnittees do not restrict 


ec 


Paieie ClLiOrvs to the legislative process. After enacting 
meeislavion, members assume the tasks related to exercising 
oversight and control over the executive agencies and depart- 
ments, Appropriations Committee members are particularly 
Mmoeerested in the conduct of programs and activities for 
Which they have provided funds. In this regard, Joseph 
Harris writes: 

e e » vhe powerful and hard~working House and Senate 

Appropriations Committees of recent years, which, 

acting tnrough subcommittiies, not only systematically 

end minutely e€rniquire into the edministration of 

policies and programs when they review the itemized 

budget requests of all executive agencies, but also 

exercise continuing surveillance over agency activities 

through the year, !¢ 

Discussion, thus far, has centered on the House 

of Representatives and its committee structure and per-~ 
formance, Turning to the Senate, the reader will recall 
that the Appropriations Committee was established, in 1867. 
The Appropriations Committee was directed to provide financing 
to Federal programs and activities as such programs and 
activities were authorized by the Congress, The Senate 
Appropriations Committee was to ensure economy and efficiency 


in Federal programs through continuous oversight of the 


Executive Branch. Unlike the House, where membership on 





‘Harris, Congressionol Control, p. 7. 
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Gc Appropriacions Committee is exclusive, the Senate enjoys 
Substantial overlapping of memberships between committees, 
iemune HOUSe, membership cn Appropriations, Rules, or Ways 
paemeceans precludes membership on any other committee, 
Eeeepo Special or joint committee assisnments.. AS a result 
of service on both the substantive (or authorizinz) 
committees and the Appropriations Committee, Senators tend 
iemerecen vLovard program support, in lieu of economy, efficiency 
ena reduced expenditures, This dual membership serves to 
meauce the conflict between Substantive committees and The 
Appropriations Commi CUCE » These inter-lockins memberships 


require a great deal of time, however, and the Senate is 
unable to conduct a detailed review of legislation, ‘The 
penave is forced to teke an incremental approach, Since 
it usually acts after the House, the Senate can restricu 
Meswavcention to appeals from House action, Senate 
consideration of appropriations requests is less extensive, 
less thorougn and less time-consuming vhan that in the 
House. 

Congress is apparently satisfied with the comnittee/ 
subcommittee structure, The esprit, solidarity and integration 
of committee members have been primarily instrumental in 


Warding off congressional reform over the years, This has 


been, and is today, especially true in the House. Most 





ae 
rerorm proposals would effect a redistribution of power. 
Any sucn redistribution would, at least partially, destroy 
moe pDresent structure of auchnority and influence, Richard 
Fenno, Jr. describes committee integration and resistance 
to reform proposals: 


wales CNe internal integration of tnis Committee 
(Appropriations) helps to explain the extreordinary 
Stability, since 1920, of appropriations procedures - 
in the face of repeated proposals to change then 
through omnibus appropriations, legislative budgets, 
1eW pee tary TOrPmsS, Ibe Veco? Vi cecacury Dorror tn, 
etc.-+ 


And again citing Fenno, here from Power of the 


Purse, a vote of confidence in the committee systen: 


Most convincing, pernaps, is the simple fact that, 
despite repeated proposals to alter the basic House- 
Committee relationship, it remains, in 1965, virtually 
as it was mandated in i920. Forty-five yeers ofr 
merOorm 1d@2S,5 BS@1taved for poth in and our of Gne 
House ~ the legislative budgevt,- the omnibus 
Sppropriation bill, the item vero, the Joint 

Committee on the Budget, the alternate budget 

Meat. CUG., Nave virtually come to naught in the 
chamber, 14 


Im summary, Voe HOUSE, dn ils COMM ulee Surucuure, 
is more of a@ working organization, The House considers 
Mee rsclavion, in detail, and members become specialists in 


particular areas of governmental activity. Committee 


— ee Ue Oe ee 





13Richard F. Fenno, Jr., "The House Appropriations 
Committee as a Political System: The Problem of Intvegration,” 
The American Political Science Review, LVI (June, 1962), pp. 
Paes 32}, reprinced in n Congressional Reform: Problems and 
Prospects, Edited by Joseph S, Clark, (New York: Thomas Y. 
@mowel), 1965), De 27h 


14Penno, The Power of the Purse, p. "6. 
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membership is limited in the House. Members may serve on 
only one of the major committees (Appropriations, Rules 
and Ways and Means). Congressmen, in contrast to Senators, 
have a limited constituency and local interests and 
parochialism are more often factors of consideration, The 
senate has a national interest and national outlook on 
legislation, 

The degree of floor debate, in the two bodies, 
Gixrters markedly. The House drastically limits debate, 
This is considered a necessity in the House due to the 
meeeer membership. _ The Senate, on tne ovner hand, enjoys 
almost unlimited debate. The smaller body (100 members 
as compared to 435 in the House) can afford the extravagence 
Gr unlimited debate mithout apparent difficulty. Although 
many consider the often-used practice of filibustering as 
dysfunctional, the Senate has not seen fit to adopt rules 
tomlsmit the right of debate or to make cloture simpler to 
mmaVOKE , 

Tne following Chapter discusses major reform 
legislation and commission reports wnich have influenced 


the budgetary process, 





Pee gat 
SIGNIFICANT REFORM LEGISLATION AND COMMISSION REPORTS 


ipeebedeeu and Accountines Act of 1921 


* 


Mi tine Preccalng Guapeer eno Drier Mus tomy Of tle 
Executive/Legislative roles in the appropriations process 
was given. Historical events and legislative milestones, 
which influenced these relationships, were described, This 
history revealed that there had been little change in the 
budgetary process since the earliest days of the republic. 

However, growing pressures for change and reform 
were being demonstrated in the private sector es well as in 
Congress, These pressures eventually led to the passage 
Geeecne Budget and Accounting Act of 1921, 

Resentment toward old traditions and institutions 
in Congress erupted in @ revolt against the autocratic 
rule exercised by the Speaker of the House, In 1910, the 
Speaker of the House was systematically stripped of mucn 
of his power. As a result, the standing committees, and 
Perr Chalrnen. assumed greater authority. There were many 
factors which led to this revolt and several major changes, 


in House structure and committee procedure, followed. 


However, detailed treatment of these causative factors, and 


eal 
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the changes wnicn followed, are beyond the scope of this 
report. The point to be made is tnat the Congress was in 
amood for reform, which was a reflection of public sentiment 
and the mounting pressure for reform, 

Mention nas been made of the increased Federal 
Spending, wnich foliowed the decision to distribute 
appropriations responsibilities among the various substantive 
committees, Since the late 1800's, Executive Branch depart- 
ments and asencies had submitved appropriations requests 


Gyrectiy to the substantive committee having jurisdiction 


tte 


ever 1tS partvicuiar programs and activities; Spending 


estimates and requests, for funds originated by the depvart- 


ee 


Hees ond agencies, were routed via the office of the 
secretary of the Treasury, The Secretary, however, was not 
peunorized to change, modify or revise themy After several 
Years of increasing deficits, Congress decided to shift 
responsibility to the President for balancing the budget 

oma ending the “gross extravagence,” Consress passed the 
Sundry Civil Approrriations Act on March 4, 1909. The Act 
charged the President with responsibility for reviewing both 
appropriations requests and estimates of revenue, In 
discharzing this responsibility, the President was to recommend 
reduced spending or increased revenues, from taxes or loans, 
mer order to fund unavoidable deficits. 


The President did not waste time in exercising his 





Be. 
new authority. Executive Brencn department heads were 
Girected to review their respective bureau and offices'® 
Peeme> SUDRISSLONS, prior to congsressionad action. Passage 
of the Sundry Civil Appropriations Act was the first move 
toward enactment of legislation previding for a unified 
national budget. 

On March 8, 1911, the Commission on Economy and 
Pmmrerency Was established by President Taft, In submitting 
the Commission report to Congress, in i9i2, President Taft 
requested that a national budget system be adopted, Congress 
Gwe, no™ respond vo the President's recommendation, Howevex, 
the concept of a nationel budget hed aroused a great deal of 
public support and remained a popular issue, i 191. 
Peacting to increasing publics pressure, both mayor political 
Peweres ianciuded @ national budget system plank in their 
respective platforms. 

In 1919, the House appointed a Select Committec on 
the Budget to consider existing financial system problems anda. 
to propose jlegislation for a national budget system, Tne 
Select Committee reached agreement at the outset that such 
a system was both desirable and urgently required, The 
jengthy discussions and hearings, which followed, involved 
decisions as to the type of agency to be established to 
@eereve the national budget system. The Select Committee 


questioned whether the national budget should be prepared 
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mens Office of the President or by the Treasury Department 
under Presidential direction. The Select Committee urged 
the establishment of an independent office or agency to audit 
the budget/expenditure process, This office was to be 
responsible directly to Congress; was to help strengthen 
Goneressional control over the appropriations process; and, 
was to serve as a counter-balance to the proposed Bureau 
of the Budget. The establishment of the General Accounting 
Office with a Comptroller General resulted from these 
discussions and hearings, 

The Select Committee reported its findings and 
recommendations, and the bili was passed, overwhelmingly, 
by the House of Representatives, 

the Senate, being currently involved in its 
@emscidereation of the Versailles Treaty, delayed action on 
the bill for a year. In 1920, the bill was passed by the 
Senate, and the President wes granted authority and respon- 
sibility for preparing a unified national budget for the 
Federal government, But, the national budget system was 
Meee yet to be! President Wilson, thougn in favor of the 
pudgetary system, vetoed the bill. The President objected 
Zo provisions’, Which had been written into the bill, relating 
be the authority for removal of the Comptroller General, He 
considered these provisions to be an affront to the Chief 


PReCcutive, and vetoed the bill on this basis, 





35 

The following year, 1921, President Harding signed 
the measure after the controversial removal provision had 
Pecmecnenged irom a required “concurrent resolution" to 
meejoant resolucion,” With the President"s sienature, the 
bill became the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921. 

1) The Act autnorized the President to prepare and 

“mit &2n annual budget covering revenues end expenditures 
for the last completed fiscal year, estimates for the current 
fiscal year, and the requested program for the upcoming 
fiscal year. The Act established the Bureau of the Budget 
to assist the President in the pvreparation of the Federal 
Derstet.e. At first located in’the Treasury Department, the 
Bureau of the Budgev ee transferred to the Execuvive Office 
Ge Pre President, in 1939. In preparing the annual Federal 
budget, the Bureav of the Budget was authorized to “assemble, 
G@errelate, revise, reduce, or increase the estimates of the 
several departments and establishments."15 The relationships 
between the various Executive Branch departments and agencies 
Ome vunelr corresponding substantive committees in Congress 
would never again be the same. 

EYiae@vea ON JURCT ILO, te. ene Budget and Accouneing 


Act of 1921, came 132 years after the signing of the 


1 5Scongressional Quarterly Service, Federal Economic 


a te ge aS 


Policy, (Washington, D. C.: Congressional Quarterly Service, 
1968), p. 10. 
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Sens crvuvton, [ne Act sbril did not contain any changes in 
the organization and procedure of Congress for revievring 
and approving appropriations legislation, 

oeveral changes did occur, however, both in the 
House and the Senate, The House, in 1920; adopted a 
resolution providing for the re-assignment of a11 appropriations 
bilis to a single appropriations committee, This was an effort 
to recapture congressional control and coordination over 
money bills. In 1922, the Senate also recreated a Single 
Appropriations Committee. But, the re-establishment of the 
Single appropriations committees, in the two bodies, did not 
have the full anticipated results. The President's unified 
budget was still broken down into numerous pieces and assigned 
tO various subcommittees for review, hearings and recommendations 
to the full Committee. The piecemeal and fragmented review 
process continued as before and the budget was not reviewed 
as an overall financial plan by Congress, 

As a result of their restored authority, the con- 
servative and economy-minded House Appropriations Committee 
did manage to slow the government spending rates. As the 
period was one of increasing prosperity and budget surpluses, 
there was little congressional support or interest in economy 
and efficiency in government spending. 


Congress continued to fragment the overall financial 
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plan of the President. The subcommittees continued to 
function as autonomous, independent units subject to little 
control or coordination by the full committees and parent 
leates. James MacGregor Burns, writing in Presidential 
Government, evaluated the effort to re-establish a single, 
coordinated committee for appropriations reviews: 

fie congressional efrorr to integrate its own 

appropriation activities was largely abortive; 

especially in the House, the new Appropriations 

Committees spawned subconmittees that operated 

with almost the same mutual tolerance and indepen- 

qence as had an separate appropriations committees 

before 1920.2 

In short, the Bugces end Accounting Act of 1921 | 
most certainly made the Office of the President stronger 
in budgetary matters in comparison to Congress. The fear, 
previously expressed by the Select Committee, that this 
Weund happen; proved to be pueuirica Tne General Accounting 
Office was originally established as a counter-balance to 
BOB to maintain the status quo, However, Congress has been 
Eeevsced Of negligence in its use of this agency, and 
specifically, the House Appropriations Committee has resisted 
sreater use of GAO. The Appropriations Committee, on tne 
contrary, has acted to block increased activity on the part 
of GAO by denying that agency certain requested funds. The 
16janes MacGregor Burns, Presidential Government: 


The Crucible of Leadership, (Boston: Houghton-Mifflin 


Company, 1966), p. 71. 
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agely reported matver Of = erenhnolidings funds, which were 
femguesecd by GAO TO iirpieagenv “expenditure accounting" in 
toe SOVErNNeNT, 1S an exemple. The Senate supported proposal 
for “expenditure accounting" has ostensibly been stalled in 
wie House Rules Committee, but, it is generally conceded that 


eens pressures from tne Appropriations Committee have 


mempeda to keep the measure off the floor in the House, 
The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 


Tne Wey major reform lesisletion@Wes sib] Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946, <A Joint Committee on the 
Organization of Congress had bsen established and charged 
with the responsibility for reviewing congressional procedures 
and making recommendations for improving and refining contrel 
and oversignt by the Congress over the Executive Branch 
azencies and depertments, 

Althcugh the enabling resolution which created the 
ieernc Committee nad placed severe restrictions on the scope 
of its investigations, the resulting report acknowledged 
many deficienciés in congressional procedures, Tne Joint 
Committee observed that Congress had not adequately equipped 
meocif in order to cope with the pressures of the executive 
departments and agencies for larger appropriations. ‘the 


Joint Committee made many recommendations, including the 
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Hering of larger congressional staffs and adopting a 
Legislative Budget, 17 

The Act did authorize larger congressional 
professional staffs, as had been recommended, Passage of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 marked the 
establishment of the congressional staff system. The 
increased staffing of committees was an effort on the part 
er CO ess to counver the rapid prowth and increasing 
Power or the Executive Branch. This growth and poter, 
relative to Congress, had been especially pronounced 
TOLNoOWwWIng the Budget ana Accounting Act of 192% 

Even though congressional budget decisions are, 
in the final analysis, political decisions, few would disagree 
that an experienced professional staff can provide invaluable 
Seearsvance to Coneress, Thus, though political. decisions 
Can be more rationally determined as a result of broader 
knoviledge. 

As Federal activities and programs increase and 
expand, Congress has sought to maintain its convrol over 
Executive Branch operations, and most particulariy those 
SecLivities which are politically sensitive. Since the 


Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, and the provisions 


erm ee Qe 


17u. S. Congress, Senate, Joint Committee on the 
Organization of Congress, Report to Accompany the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946, S, Rept. 1011, 79th Cong., 2nd 
Pees, 190, Po. l-c- 
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for additional professional staff, the Congress has been 
better able to increase its influence and control over 
Administration activities and operations, 

Contrary to the actions of most congressional 
committees, the House Appropriations Committee refused to 
increase the size of its staff. Many reasons have been 
advanced for this refusal, but the following points summarize 
the rationale: 

1. Increased staffing was denied by the seniority 
Suructure,. The senior members of the Appropriations 
Committee enjoyed adequate staff support already and did 
Memeappreciate a need for additional staffing for junior 
members. 

2, The Appropriations Committee members consider their 
proceedings highly confidential. In their quest to keep 
igese proceedings confidential, they wanted to restrict 
information to members only. In effect, they felt that they 
Gemica not trust or control a larger professional staff. This 
idea was also advanced as a reason for the Appropriations 
Committee not making greater utilization of the General 
mecounting Office. 

bee the ancreased Numbers of professional Stafi may come 
to competes with the Executive Branch as a bureaucracy; the 
staff might become too independent and attempt to usurp the 


legislative role. 
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The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 also 
provided for a Joint Committee on the Lesislative Budget. 
The Joint Committee was to meet early in each session of 
Congress for the purpose of considering the President's 
budget as a whole, After appropriate review of the overall 
financial plan, and in consideration of current economic 
conditions and fiscal status, the Joint Committee was to 
establish an annual ceiling on appropriations and expendi- 
tures for the government. The Legislative Budget, though a 
Commendable effort on the part of Congress to effect an 
Sverail review of the President*s financial plang, was doomed 
tO Tailures 

In 1947, the Joint Committee on the Legislative 
Budget did reach agreement and reported a ceiling for 
appropriations and expenditures, but the House and Senate 
failed to reach agreement on the Committee's recommendation, 
Again, in 1948, a ceiling on appropriations was reported out 
ifyecne Joint Committee. Neither the House nor the Senate 
enforced the recommended ceiling. After the frustration 
of 1948, the Joint Committee became inactive. Section 138, 
of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, the Legislative 
Budget concept, is still good law. This section has not been 
repealed or amended, 

The Legislative Budget concept had Some active 


Support in Congress, especially in the Senate, and this 
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support was used to garner acceptance of the Omnibus 
Appropriations approach in 1950. The Omnibus Appropriations 
proposal provided for ail general appropriations measures 
to be incorporated into one act. The procedure was voluntarily 
Weed in 1950, but the appropriations measure did not pass 
the Senate until August 4, of that year, and was not signed 
into law by the President until September 6, The new 
procedure was blamed for the delay in passage, In 1950, the 
imorcon War served to make the Omnibus Appropriations Act 


3 


lts passage, Tne Defense Department 


ma 
a 


Opsolete by the time o 
had already begun to propose large supplemental appropriations 
measures in consequence of the War, 

ihe President objected to the Omnibus Appropriations 
concept, He did not have power to reject parts of the 
measure, Without rejecting the entire bill. This is the 
so-called Item Veto, wnich Congress has not deemed appropriate 
to extend to the President, 

The Omnibus Appropriations approach and the 
Legisletive Budget have not been tried again, Congress has 
not found an acceptable way to review the President's financial 
pPlen for estimated revenues and expenditures in one plece. 

The impetus behind passage of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946 was to, once again, recapture 
congressional control over executive departments and agencies. 


The House also reflected the general public's demands to 
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meauce Mederal spending, promote economy and efficiency in 
government and strive for a balanced budget, 

As briefly mentioned earlier when the committee/ 
Subcommittee structure was being described, the Lerisiative 
Reorganization Act of 1946 consolidated and reduced the 
number of standing committees, Standing committees were 
reduced from cighty-one to thirty-four. In the House, the 
number of committees was reduced from forty-eight to 
nineteen, In the Senate, the number reduced was from thirty- 
Geree to fifteens With the reduction of standing committees, 
the remeining committees mere fiven wider jurisdiction and 
auerority for tegislationy in order to cope with the 
increased workload, sub-division of labor became a necessity. 
Subcommittees blossomed with added benefit of special authority, 
influence and power. Prestige ae eee of subconmittee 
chairmen and members soared, but the net effect was to the 
overall disadvantage of Congress firrom the standpoint of 
information flow, representation of constituents, and 
Peerainetion of effort. 

In summary, the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1946 was evidence that Congress did recognize its weaknesses 
and indicated a Seales SUlCip)CNmemecOrrecLy SOme Cie ricse 
deficiencies. The Act charged tne Committees on Government 
Operations with responsibility for all legislation relating 
bor budseting and accounting measures, other than 


eepropriacions, and for exercising continuous surveiliance 
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over the execution of budgeting and accounting laws, Past 
efforts of the Senate Committee and current efforts by both 
Betsces are described subsequently. 

Though not strictly a budgetary reform effort, the 
Employment Act of 1946 must be noted. This Act established 
The Council of Economic Advisors in the Executive Office of 
tne President. Tne Council of Economic Advisors completed 
a “troike"” of Presidential advisors, consisting of the 
Chairman of the CEA, the Secretary of the Treasury, and the 
Parecvor of tne Bureau of the Budget. The “troika” shares 
Beeponsibility for advising vhe President on economic and 
fiscal policies for vhe Federal government, 

The Employment Act of i946 also established the 
omen, GCOnOmic Committee in Congress’ This Committee was 
eereinally calied the Committee on the Economic Report, The 
Joint Economic Committee has provided the Congress with a 
Ibpreacer perspective on national economic policy and the 
economic implications of the Federal budget. The Committee 
was not originally, and is not at present, formally included 
in the congressional budget authorization-eppropriation 
process. The JEC performs an educational function, with its 
hearings and testimony from various public and private 
Seouomic OfficialsSs. for both the public and Coneress, 18 

18Reuben FE. Slesinger and Asher Isaacs, Business, 


Government and Public Policy, (New York: D. Van Nostrand 
wempany,, (nc. 1968).). pp. 212-218, 
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Notwithstanding the “reform activity" of i946, 
Congress has altered little its methcds and procedures for 
Pearrol Over Executive Branch spendingew Today, neither the 
Bemave nor the House successfully performs any coordinated 
meviow Of appropriations legislation. The primary obstruction 
to such a coordinated review is the traditional appropriations 
process: 
e « « Lhe major impediments to effective; consistent 
Ponsideracvion and determination of broad fiscal 
peiicies by Congress reside in the struecvure and 
methods of the appropriations process itself,.+ 
While there have been fet cnanges in the congressional 
phase of the budgetary process, there have been many changes 
in the executive phase. Improvements and refinements in 
the executive phase have resulted, in large measure, from 
the several Presidential Commissions, which have critically 
examined Executive Branch metnods and procedures, These 


commission reports are analyzed in the following section, 
The First Hoover Commission (1949) 


In February, 1949, the Commission on Organization 
of the Executive Branch of the Government (First Hoover 
Commission) reported its findings and recommendations on 
"Budgeting and Accounting" in the Executive Branch, Though 


no recommendations were included, which would change congressional 





19Harris, Goneress10nal Controlaep. O7. 
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procedures or methods directly, the changes proposed for 
the Executive Branch would result in certain profound 
mestcdnel effects on Congress. The importance end timeliness 
of these investigations were emphasized in the Commission 
Heport: 
The time has come when the budgeting and accowmting 

system of the Federal governnent must be modernized, 

Unless this is done; the Congress, the Executive Branch, 

and the public will be unable intelligently to judge 

the wisdom of the proposed expendityres and the 

errectiveness of past expenditures 

Among the recommendations submitted by the First 
Hoover Commission, for improving budgeting and accounting, 
were: 

i. The adoption of a budget based on functions, activities, 
and projects, The Hoover Comaission called this concept a 
"“nerformance budget." 

2. A complete appraisal and revision of the avpropriation 
Suruccvure. 

3. The separation, in the estimates, of current operating 
expenditures and capitel or investment~type outlays. 

4%, <A clarification of the President's authority to effect 
meoncctOns an Expenditures below the appropriated amounvs, 


so long as the purposes authorized by Congress were 


accomplished. 


a 





2Z0Report of the Commission on Organization of the 


Executive Branch of the Government to the Congress, Herbert 
Hoover, Chairman, (ilashington, D. C.: Government Printing 
®erice, 1949), Del. 
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5e The establishment of an Accountant General under the 
Secretary of the Treasury. The Accountant General would have 
been given authority to prescribe general accounting methods 
Peaomenrorce accounvtin= procedures, The Accountant General 
would combine agency accounts into summary accounts of the 
government and produce relevent reports for the President, 
Congress, and the public. 

There were a number of additional recommendations 

With respect to the internal operation and structure of the 
Bureau of the Budget. Included with the Commission Report 
were the following recontendations of the Commission Task 
Hermes On Accounting: 

1. Adoption of accrual basis in.accounting for both 
revenues and expenditures. 

2» Establish wvniform departmental practices, procedures, 
memenciature, betver inventory and public debt accounting 
in order to reduce staff and red tape,“! 

The most imporvant recommendation of the First 

Hoover Commission involved the introduction of the “perform- 
ance budget" concept. The emphasis would be placed on 
“wnat was to be accomplished,” rather than on "what resources 
epee mecessary for accomplishment;“ This concept; thousn not 


Hdencvical, was a forerunner of program budgeting: Program 
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budgeting, as now implemented in the Department of Defense 
emcee several ovher executive departments and agencies, 
involves the establishment of goals and objectives, searching 
for and evaluating alternative means of accomplishing the 
stated goals and objectives, and finally, selecting from 
among the alternatives the preferred means of accomplishment, 

As a result of the First Hoover Commission, the 
Executive Branch implemented a number of improvements in 
lts phase of the budgetary process. Congress chose to 
continue with its former methods and procedures. Commission 
recommendations, relating to “performance budgets," the 
separation of capital and current operating expenditures, 
the establishment of an Accountant General, and the imple- 
Mentation of accrual accounting failed to raise sufficient 


support in Congress, 


The Second Hoover Commission (1955) 


= a 


In June, 1955, the Commission on Organization of 
the Executive Branch of the Government (Second Hoover 
Commission) submitted its report to Congress. The 
Commission's report included the following statement of 
purpose: 

The primary purpose of the Commission’s task force 
was to ascertain the effectiveness of budgetary and 


accounting performance in the executive agencies, to 
appraise their points of strength and weakness, and 
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to make suggestions for the further development of 
what iS good, and the elimination of deficiencies ,<% 


Tne Second Hoover Commission recommended the 
following improvements in Executive Branch budgeting and 
accounting methods and procedures: 

1. increase Bureau of the Budget resources and expand 
functions for overall improved effectiveness. 

2. institute annual report on performance from spending 
agencies to the Bureau of the Budget, BOB would render a 
summary report on performance to the President. 

3-e Implement cost-based operating budgets for the 
Euoceation of funds’, Require periodic agency reports on 
performance es against the budget in order to justify 
allocation. 

4. Stressed desirability of "performance budgets" as 
recommended by the First Hoover Commission, 

pee Urged agencies to proceed with the synchronization oF 
organization structure, accounting and budget classifications 
and systems, 

6. Implement cost-—base estimates for formulating and 
administering department and agency budgets, 

These recommendations were primarily directed at 


2Z2Report of the Commission on Organization of tne 
Executive Branch of the Government to the Congress, Herbert 


me oe 


Hoover, Chairman, (Washington, D. C,: Government Printing 
Srrice, 1955), Dp. Xw 
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mipreving and refining budgeting, control and administration 
within the Executive, 

The Second Hoover Commission then turned its 
event on co the "restoration of congressional control of 
tne purse." in order to strengthen congressional control 
over executive Gepartments and agencies, the Commission 
Meport. included the following recommendations: 

1, ‘The Federal budget and appropriations acts should 
be expressed in terms of estimated annuel accrued expendi-- 
mes, Only charges for the cost of goods and services 
Pewimated to be received during the budget year would be 
considered as expenditures, The annual accrued expenditures 
budget would replace the present “obligational authority" 
meet, which often results in Tae cash carry-overs from 
Mem tO year. 

2, Legislation for continuing special programs, which 
are not susceptible to the customary budgetary controls on 
an annual basis, should nevertheless be enacted for a definite, 
limited period of time. This would permit Congress to 
conduct periodic reviews of the applicability and continued 
usefulness of these special programs. 

Three Commissioners (Clarence J, Brown, James A, 
Farley and Chet Holifield) submitted dissenting views to the 


majority report regarding the recommendations for budgetary 





So. 
control changes, Commissioner Holifieid voiced his objections 
as follows: 

Whether these technical recommendations actually 
would tignten congressional control of the public purse 
and bring about improvements in menagement and greater 
Poeremics, as claimed, is Gitficule to determine, The 
end result of the Commission's recommendations may be 
formal consistency in accounting principles ratner than 
actual gains in economy and efficiency. 

in any event, after fifteen years, cost~-based 
estimates and annual accrued expenditures for budgetary 
ferposes have still not been effected. Appropriations are 
approved by Congress es “new obligational authority," and 
feeecash carry-over problem is still very much 4 reality, 
The President's Budget for Fiscal Year 1970 contained 
recommendations for appropriations and other new budget 
authority of $210.1 billion for Fiscal Year 1970. Of this 
amount, $143.9 billion required legislative action by 
Congress, The remaining authority became available under 
Paesoineg law without action by the current Congress. 24 

The net effect of the two Hoover Commissions was 
the refinement of the budgetary process in the Executive 


Branch. These critical professional, and non-partisan 


analyses of Federal budget and accounting procedures resulted 
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24. S., President, The Budget of the United States, 
Fiscal Year 1970, (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing 


Merice, 1969)*% p. 9. 
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in many inprovements, 

it has often been suggested that a commission~type 
investigation of Congress would be beneficial. However, it 
is unlikely that Congress would voluntarily submit to such 
scrutiny. In fact, Congress has continued to demand 
Seecuvive budget submissions in traditional format and 
detailed justification of end-item expenditures, And so, 
even wnere budgetary improvements have been effected in en 
executive areca, Congress has stood firm, end has rejected 


all suggestions to improve its procedures, 
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The President's Commission on Budget Concepts is 
fae last commission discussed in this report. The Commission 
was appointed by President Johnson in March, 1967. In the 
eppointing letter, the Commission was requested to study the 
problems involved in presenting the budget to Congress and 
to the public, and to make appropriate recommendations for 
improvement, The Comnission*s Report, submitted in October, 
1967, suggested a new budget format which would reduce 
confusion, but would provide the necessary information for 
decision-making regarding Federal economic and fiscal policy. 
Decisions involving the level of economic activity and the 
allocation of limited resources among competing programs and 


activities would be made easier. The new format was called 
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the Unified Federal Budgvet. 

Hoe oie eee, Memper=Cenmica7on On Budzet Concepts 
was headed by David M. Kennedy. The bi-partisan group 
included the chairmen and ranking minority members of the 
senate and House Appropriations Connittees, Administration 
officials, university economists and spokesmen for the 
mervace financial community. 

The Commission Report acknowledged that the former 
Federal budget formats (the edministrative, the consolidated 
cash, and the national income accounts budgets) were essentially 
sound and vseful. Yne Commission praised the ability and 
devotion of civil servants involved in bucget formulation 
Smaesubmission, Tne Commission recognized, however, that 
certain improvements were needed in order to maxe the Sua eew 
format and content more meaningful to its many users: tne 
President; Congress; and the public. In its Report, 
recommending the new Unified Budget format, the Commission 
cited a need: 

mee . £Or certain changes in concepts and in classifi- 
cation that will enhance public and corgressional 
understanding of the budget and will increase its 


usefulness for purvoses of decision-naking, public 
policy determination, and financial planning. 





25Report of the President's Commission on Budzet 
Concepts to the President of the United Stetes, David NM. 
Kennedy, Chairman, (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing 
Merice, 1967), p. Vil. 
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Tne Commission reported complete unanimity among 
ite menbers regarding the main proposel, i:¢€3, the Unified 
Federal budget. There were dissenting reports and reser- 
vations on various eee recommendations in the Report. 
The Commission submitted a total of thirteen recommendations, 
Maeehn tncluded: 

141. The Federal budget should be formulated and submitted 
on an accrual basis rather than a cash basis for both 
revenues and expenditures, 

Ze. The budget summary should include a “means of financing" 
Secvion for any anvicipated Cet ici cay 

3. interestingly, the Commission recommended against a 
"capital budget,” which would separate current operating 
expenditures from capital or investment—type expenditures, 

The Unified Federal Budget is comprehensive and 
integrated. The format separates requested authority from 
existing budget authority, wnich becomes available for 
obligation without further action by Congress, The format 
includes receipts, expenditures, and net lending as part of 
the government’s total financial plan, 

The Presidente’s Commission on Budget Concepts was 
further evidence of the Executive's efforts to improve and 
refine budgeting and accounting procedures, The Commission 


review was timely and necessary because; 
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1. Confusion and misunderstanding characterized the 
former budget formats, Various budgetary formats and 
eccounting concepts competed, and final decisions regarding 
format were not always based on a desire for clarity and 
fae? Gisclosure, 

2e A lack of consensus concerning appropriate accounting 
Techniaues to apply to certain items or groups of items 
Bencea to distort budget totals, 

3. Congress and the public demanded a clearer, more 
informative budget format. 

In his appointment, President Johnson gave the 
following reasons for establishing the Commission: 

The Federal Budget is a vital document, The Federal 
Budget is a complex document. It is vital because it 
affects the lives of every man, woman and child in this 
nation, It is complex because it encompasses the full 
Scope of the Federal government's activities. Yet, 
because of its complexity and scope, there are few 
who understand it. The study this group is to undertake 
Should assist both public and congressional understanding 
of this important document, 

The Commission Report stated that it had not evaluated 
the institutional arrangements for Executive Branch budget 
preparation and review, Neither did the Commission review 
the methods and procedures of Congress in authorizing and 


appropriating funds as requested in the Federal budget. The 


Commission worked toward the principles of consistency, 


26Tbide, PD. 105-106, 
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constancy and completeness in developing the new Unified 
meeecral Budgecve» The new format was first used in Fiscal 
Year 1969, and was continued in Fiscal Years 1970 and 1971. 

Hors Concludes Che Surveyor Mejoryreiorm legistlarvcn 
and commission reports which have had an influence on the 
budgetary process, With the exception of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946, most of the efforts at reform 
and improvement have occurred in the Executive Branch phase 
of the budgetary process. The Act of i946 was a sonmiena seule 
effort, however, several of its major reforms were subsequently 
abandoned by Congress aS non-workable., AS a result, the 
Office of the President has become more professional and 
efficient in the budgetary process as compared to Congress. 
Executive Branch procedures and organizations, having been 
Ssubjecved to professional review, detailed scrutiny, and 
constructive criticism, have been modified and refined by 
application of current business and financial methods and 
Peenm.ques, 

Congress, in contrast, has been hampered by custom, 
tradition, and antiquated techniques. The following Chapter 
discusses and describes the specific criticisms being leveled 
at Congress. To provide an appreciation of the context fron 
whicn such criticisms arise, the Fiscal Year 1970 Department 


of Defense Appropriations Act is observed as it made its way 
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through Congress. Criticisms and reform proposals are 
analyzed as they apply to the processing of the Department 


of Defense Appropriations Act. 





CHAP a i my 
CRITICISMS OF THE CONGRESSIONAL PHASE OF 
THE BUDGETARY PROCESS 


The Department of Defense Appropriations Act, 
Fiscal Year, 1970 


SR 9 eee oe 


The Fiscal Year 1970 budget was submitted to Congress 
by President Johnson on January 15, 1969, and recommended 
appropriations and new DUGCEEe AuvaorIityy Of S210.) Derr on, 
with $143.9 billion requiring legislative action by Congress, 
The remainder ($66.2 billion) would become due under existing 
Piet cnout congressional action, This “carry-over” aucvnoricvy 
feet requcntly criticized for its deleterious effect on 
congressional control over Federal spending, 

The President‘s budget estimated outlays for Fiscal 
Year 1970 in the amount of $195.3 billion. This figure 
included $0.9 billion in net lending, National defense 
programs accounted for approxinately $81.5 billion, or 
42 per cent, of the estimated outlays and almost $83 billion 


of the recommended budget authority for Fiscal Year 1970.<¢ 


27Budaget, Fiscal Year 1970, pp. 8-16. 


58 





59 

As one of his first official acts, President 
Nixon announced that his administration would substantially 
reduce the overeéll size of the budget. Foremost among the 
Peesident™s advisors, in the effort to reduce spending, was 
the newly appointed Secretery of Defense, Mr, Melvin Laird. 
ine Defense Secretary had come to the Pentagon from his 
long-time membership on the House Appropriations Committee 
and the Defense Subcommittee on Appropriations, 

In late February. 1969, the President and the Defense 
secretary announced that the defense budget had been reduced 
by over two billion dollars, Defense reductions were 
@escribed as being the resvlts of “cutting costs“ and 
reconomnizing."” <AsSurance Was given that United States 
aefense posture would not be adversely effected, but rather, 
that the defense forces would be ae aT 7 LPG cet ie 
Defense Secretary added his assurances tnat the announced 
reductions would not deprive the armed forces in Vietnan 
of needed materials or equipment in any way. 

Delayed somewhat by this further, extended review 
of the budget by the incoming Administration, Congress began 
hearings in March, 1969. The Defense Subcommittee on 
Appropriations began its hearings on March 11, 1969 with 


Department of the Army witnesses on the subject of milivary 


ae 


_ 


: 
' 





60 
personnel, <° the House Armed Services Committee began its 
hearings on March 27, 1969, 

Another frequent criticism of the Congress involves 
this multiple hearings process, Senior civilian and military 
officials of the armed services and the Department of Defense 
are Simultaneously in demand by each of the congressional 
committees, The task of scheduling the appearances of the 
oecretary of Defense, the various Service Secretaries, the 
Searrnman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and other senior 
civilian and military officials is a monuwnental one. 
Scheduling is further complicated when the Senate committees 
Pereon ctneir hearings atv the same time; Usually the Senave 
hearings will follow the House hearings, but this is not 
always the case. The Senate often holds joint hearings 
between its Appropriations and Armed Services Committees on 
the defense authorization and appropriations bilis, and this 
greatly simplifies the scheduling of witnesses, 

The Senate Armed Services Committee issued its 
report on the Defense Authorization Bill on July 3, 1969 - 
three deys after the stert of the 1970 fiscal year. The 
House Armed Services Committee completed its hearings on 

28y, S. Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, 
Meparument Of Defense Appropriations for 1970, Hearings, 
before a subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, 


House of Representatives, on H.R. 15090, 9ist Cong., ist 
sess., 1969, Part 1, Dp. il. 














61 

August 8, 1969, The delays encountered in the authorization 
process are frequently responsible for subsequent delays 
and lateness in the enactment of appropriations, It is 
during the authorization process that opposing political 
merces ore able to exert the greatest impact on the time- 
liness of the budget cycle, 

Congressman Mendal Rivers (D. South Carolina), 
Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, informally 
advised legislative circles that his bill would not be 
reported to the floor until the Senate had passed tne Defense 
Authorization Bill... This measure contained the highly 
controversial Safeguard (ABM) missile deployment progran,. 
Congressman Rivers, a vocal edvocate and supporter of the 
armed forces and a strong defense posture, did not want to 
stand alone on the Safeguard (ABM) issue, There had been 
heavy opposition to the ABM deployment program, both in and 
out of Congress. A great deal of publicity, favorable and 
adverse, had been released by various interest groups and 
news media, Congressman Rivers wanted the Senate to take 
a position one way or the other on the Safeguard progran, 

The Senate subsequently passed the Defense 
Authorization Bill (S. 2546) on September 18, 1969. The 
bill provoked thirty-three days of stormy debate and several 


amendments were edded on the floor in the Senate, The 
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unlimited debate rules prevailing in the Senate are often 
ericicized for delaying legislative action, In this instance, 
aGebate was for the most part germene and relevant to the 
meeislavion being considered. This is not always "She case, 
Relevancy 1s not an essential requirement in the upper 
House, 

The House Armed Services Committee reported out 
its bill, on September 26, 1969. With limited debate rules 
prevailing in the House, the Defense Authorization Act was 
taken up on October 1, and passed on October 3. The measure 
(H.R.14000) wes approved in the House with only three 
amendments, All. of the amendments wnichn had been added in 
the Senate were offered, considered and voted dorm by the 
House, 

Chairman Rivers, tne Armed Services Committee, and 
the House of Representatives were harshly criticized for the 
hasty passease of the Authorization Act. The House was accused 
mesbiti ling debate, One hignly incensed periodical called 
the session “a travesty," and charged in an editorial that 
copies of the printed hearings were not made available to 
foe membership untid three days before floor debate, ‘The 
Committee Report was not delivered to the House until two 


@ays before floor action. ©? 
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29fhe Natiewy Vol. 209, No. 13, (October 20, 1969), 
Pp. 394-396 e 
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After passage of the Defense Authorization Act 
by the House, the Senate and House versions were sent to 
Conference Committee to reconcile differences. Tne Conference 
Committee reached agreement in three weeks (with House views 
generally prevailing). The bill was sent to the President 
on November 6, 1969, end was signed on November 19, 1969. 
Meanwhile, Congressman George H, Mahon (D, Texas), 
Chairman of the House Appropriations Committee and Chairman 
of the Defense Subcommittee on Appropriations, had carlier 
stated that his committee would not report the Defense 
Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 1970 until such time as 
the substantive committees had resolved the controversial 
BeeenoriZation” measures In his Committee Report, Chairman 
Mahon provided the following explanation for the delay in 
bearing the bill to the floor: | 
It was necessary that the (Appropriations) Committee 
hear the Secretary of Defense following Congressional 
clearance of the authorization in order that the 
Committee mignt determine precisely the position of 
wac Administration; including its allocation of 
priorities, with respect to the programs affected 
by the authorization, 20 
Finally, on Decenber 8, 1969, over five months after 
the start of the 1970 fiscal year, the House began consideration 


of the Defense Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 1970 


(H.R. 15090). The bill was debated on the floor of the 


we Se 


300, S. Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, 
Report to Accompany the Devartment of Defense Appropriations 
meri, 1970, HR. Rept. 91-6908 9137 Conge., ist sess. ; 1969, 
De 5e 
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House for most of the afternoon, on December 8. Debate was 
limited to three hours, with the usual five minutes allotted 
for offering amendments, Several amendments were offered 
during the afternoon. Only one of these amendments passed, 
however, and it received a favorable endorsement from the 
powerful Chairman of the Appropriations Committee, The 
Successful amendment was offered by Congressman Henry S,. 
Reuss (D. Wisconsin), and provided that: 

ae NO Dart Of any aBppropriation contalneG in sis 

act shall be used for publicity or propaganda purposes 

mov S2utnorized by Congress. 
This amendment Was, .no doubt, influenced by the extended 
discussion in the Senate by Senator J. W. Fulbright (D. 
Arkansas) on December 1, 1969. .Occupying thirteen pages in 
mie Congressional Record, Senator Fulbright delivered a 
Peawnin«ct speech in which he Rec niad all sorts of questionable 
public relations activities conducted in the armed services 
and the Department of Defense, Disclosed by Senator Fulbright, 
ieee Congressional Record, mere alleged expenditures for 
public relations activities of $28 million per year by the 


Defense Department and $10 million per year by the Navy. 2% 


ou Si. Congress, House, Congressman Reuss speaking 
for the Amendment to the Department of Defense Appropriations 
vee, 19706» Hehe 15090, Jist Cons.,. ist sess, December 
8, 1969, Congressional Record, CXV, H 11904-H 11905, 


3¢U. S, Congress, Senate, Senator Fulbright speaking 
on Expenditures for Public Relations Activities by the Depart- 
ment of Defense, 9ist Cong., ist sess., December i, 1969, 
Congressional Record, CXV, S 15144-S 15157. 
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Another amendment offered by a Congressman from 
New York suggested that the Defense Appropriations Act be 
readuced 10 per cent across the board. Congressman Robert L, 
Fr. Sikes (D. Florida), a Defense Subcommittee member, 
Mmecponded to the amendment by stating forcefully that the 
Subcommittee had worked very hard for some eight months in 
effecting a $5 billion reduction, Congressmen Sikes ’ 
pointedly informed the Congressman from New York that the 
amendment he had just offered “would have the effect of 
reducing the Defense Appropriations bill by over $1 billion 
dollars for each minute that the gentleman had held the 
floor.” The amendment, when put to a vote, received no 
serious support and was not carried. Ultimately, the 
Defense Appropriations Act was passed by a roll-call vote 
eee gD) tO 33. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee completed its 
consideration of the Defense Appropriations Act for Fiscal 
Year 1970 the following week, Extensive debating ensued 
my the Senate; first within the Appropriations Committee and 
then on the floor. The Safeguard (ABM) missile controversy 
was re-opened in all its fury. This subject had occupied 
the Senate for three months earlier in the session, wnen 
the Defense Authorization bill was being debated. With 
unlimited debate rules prevailing, Senate discussions 


quickly expanded to include such matters as United States 
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Percipn policy, the involvement of United States troops in 
poutheast Asia, and a multitude of other defense policy 
@e@estions, it is relatively safe to suggest that only the 
inpending Christmas adjournment, and a Presidential threat 
to call a special session of Congress if all money bills 
Were not acted upon, finally forced curtailment of debate, 
The Defense Approp ions Act was passed by the Senate 
and, a881n, many emendments were edded on tne floor. The 
two versions, passed by the House and the Senate, were 
memerred to Conference Committee to reconcile differences, 

Rushing into the Christmas holidays, tne Conference 
Committee quickly reached asreenent on a compromise bill. 
Again the House version generally prevailed. Critics conplaan 
that the Conference Committee approacn invariably results in 
a sub-optimal decision, Compromise and consensus, by 
aqefrinition; are usually facilivated by searching for the 
lowest common denominator solution. Also, critics maintain 
that the members of the Conference Committee exercise 
extraordinary powers, and that constituency representation 
meomtot equal on Such committees. Once the Conference 
Commitcvee reports out a compromise soiutvion, the two Houses 
Cannot offer amendments. The bill becomes a “take it or 
leave it“ situation. Acceptance and passage usually follows 
grckly. 


The Defense Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 
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W770 vias submitted to the President for signature in late 
December, 1969, over eleven months after the original 
Submission of the budget to Congress, In the interin, 
Congress found it necessary to enact two "continuing 
resolutions,” in order to enable the continuous operation 
eeeone Department of Defenses “Continuing resolutions" 
enable the executive departments and agencies to continue 
operations at previously euthorized levels, New programs 
Or expanded activities must await new funding authority. 

The delays associated with passing appropriations 
legislation hamper fiscal planning on the part of the 


a 


Executive, Coming late in December, and five months into 


the applicable fiscal year, the Department of Defense 
Appropriations Act was the latest congressional action on 


a defense appropriation in modern MEMOLY . However, 1t was 
Rou a& record for tardy action, The Health, Education and 
Welfare Appropriation Bill for Fiscal Year 1970 was not 
Da-s oo by Congress until January, 1970, Tnis bill was 
Subsequently vetoed by President Nixon as being inflationary. 
The Department of Health, Education and Welfare finally 
received its appropriation in March, 1970, over eight months 
eee, the start of its fiscal year. 

Chairmen Mahon, in reporting the Appropriations 
bill to the floor, highly commended Secretary of Defense Laird 


for his assistance in making reductions in the defense budget 
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da e.4% * ? 
$5 billion. Secretary Laird and the Nixon Adrmin- 


of some 
istration were commended for their actions which had resulted 
in a $2 billion reduction in defense money, The rapport 
and mutual respect, very much in evidence during these 
proceedings, Was noticeably changed from that which had 
existed between the Congress and Secretary Laird*s predecessor, 
Mir, McNamara, 
However, the printer's ink had hardly dried on the 
Defense Appropriations Act before the press began to report 
conflicting views on the matter of defense reductions and 
how they were echieved, Writing in The Washington Post, 
Rowland Evans and Robert Novak offered the following 
explanation: 
Employing a sleignt~of~hand learned in years of 

congressional budgret-cutting, Secretary of Defense 

Pelvin Robert Laird wrought a minor political miracie 

in steering President Nixon’s defense bill through 

a Congress so hostile to the military that last 

Summer it was threatening irreparable budget cuts. 

Laird’s technique, carefully plotted with a handful 

Se Key cOnercessilonal defense ex cperts , was to arra nge 

a budget scenario far in advence With this outcome 

Consress; not the Nixon administragion, mould sec 

the political credit for a whopping $5.5 billion 

Guc in appropriations for the presenv fiscal year 

(ending June 30) 

The technique allegedly used by Secretary Laird 

involved the intentional omission of submitting formal 


budget amendments to Congress, Normal budgetary procedure 


33Rowland Evans and Robert Novak, "Defense Budget- 
@aeuine Miracle Due to Laird*s Sieient of Hand,” The 
Washington Post, December 31, 1969, p. Ail. 
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would have resulted in the submission of amendments revising 
the estimates downward as programs end activities were 
réviewed and curtailed or deleted, In lieu thereof, Secretary 
fetca Was accused of substituting private ani frequent 
consultations with congressional leaders on the Senate and 
House Appropriations and Defense Committees, With these 
congressional leaders, Secrevary Laird allegedly discussed 
reductions whicn would not adversely effect defense posture 
and which could be “Lived with.“ The desired result was to 
give Congress credit for its economy efforts and the associated 
all-important political credit and news media exposure as 
Paetense budget cutters." 

Less than a week later, and again in The Washington 
iver, Walter RY Mears of the Associated Press reported that 
both Democrats and Republicans had laid claim to the economy 
Jabel and had simultaneously refuted the claim of each otner,. 
Mr, Mears’ article said: 

The Senate Democratic Policy Committee said Congress 
slashed President Nixon's budget end at the same time 
realigned national priorities, The Senate Republican 
Leader, Hugsn Scott, rejected the Democrats’ clain and 
eave the Nixon administration credit for the reductions. 

A Republican paper prepared by aides of Senator Scott 
and the Bureau of the Budget claimed that “since taking 
office, President Nixon has ordered $7.5 billion in 
Budsec cuts for Fiscal Year i970. Four billion Was 


toommed from the orizinal Jermmson budgev in April. sin 
July, the President ordered another cut of $3.5 billion", 3+ 


Bryialter R. Mears, "GOP Disputes Democrats on Credit 
for Budget Cuts," The Washington Post, January 5, 1979, Dr Aé. 
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Regardless of the branch or element to ultimately 
ieee) ve credit for the budget cuts, the fact remains that 


the Defense Appropriations Act for Fiscal Year 1970 was 


* 


reduced by some $5.5 billion during the time that it made 

mio Perilous way through Congress, Critics of the 
congressional phase of the budgetary process often question 

the wisdom and rationale the Appropriations Committees use 

in such budget cuts, The following exchange, between Chairman 
Mahon and General Earle G. Wheeler, USA, Chairman of the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff, is revealing on the matter of discretion 
an reductions effected by the committee: 


General Wheeler: I would like to assure the committee 
thet the Joint Chiefs of Staff have participated 
fully in the examination of the reductions that 
have been made in the budget. 

Chairman Keahon: That have been made and that have been 
proposed? : 

Beneral Wheeler: Yes, sir. We Have, “it is our belic#r 
that the reductions have been made, es the Secretary 
said a moment ago, in siucn @ wey as to have the 
east possible adverse effect on ous Securiiyg 

Chairman Muhon: General Wheeler, do you say that under 
Sl pe Cl cecums tanceaweitses| 2ndmoviom 71 Sere. 
feel the proposed reductions are reasonably 
acceptable and are you in supporv of them? 

General Wheeler: Yes, sir, the Joint Chiefs of Staff are, 
i youLa Like vo Say fueiier tnaey of course, ony 
force structure that is prepared witn fiscal 
constraints obviously is now moing to provide the 
forces and the posture to meet every possible 
contingency. However, we have provided in here for 
the continuance of the war in Vietnam in such a 
way as to support our forces effectively and permit 
them to carry out their mission. We have strucx 
@ balance, I think, between the needs of the present 
and the needs for the future, In other words, we 
have tried to maintain forces to protect our security 
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coday., At the same time, we have suppor rved programs 

that will provide for our security 5 or 10 eee in 

the fuvure. I would like to conclude by saying 

this, sir: The Joint Chiefs of Staff consider shat 

these reductions in this budget really represent 

the limits of what we would call prudent risk, 

Chairman Manon: Thank you, General, 39 

The Appropriations hearings covered a period of over 
eight months, The hearings involved literally hundreds of 
Witnesses and thousands of pases of testimony. Subject 
matter on any given day and for any given witness renged 
from a broad discussion of overall defense policy to the 
detailed minutiae of defense programs end activities. A 
review of the seven.volumes of printed hearings held by the 
House Appropriations Committee*’s Defense Subcommittee auickly 
reveels substantial technical knowledge and professional 
ability on the part of Supcommittee members, Questions were 
searching, relevant and based on broad experience and know- 
ease of the weapons systems, programs and activities being 
Tevieted and discussed, 

tae lon= nours of Dpalinsvaking preparation couirea 
©r each Witness come to fruition when he is confronted with 
Such detailed questioning concerning the activities and 


eccomplishments of his department or agency. The hearings 


te ee 


35uU. S. Congress, House, Committee on Appropriations, 
Department of Defense Appropriations for 1970, Hearings, 
Proce @ subcommittee of the Committee on Appropriations, 
Mepse Of RepresentativcSmeon H.R. 15090, 9ist Cons., ist 
Seoe,, 1969, Part 7, Dd. 361, 
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process can be extremely uncomfortable and unpleasant for 
the ill-prepared or uninformed witness, Small wonder that 
the function of preparing executive department and azency 
Witnesses for appearances before congressional hearings has 
become a highly specialized profession, Those individuals 
who achieve competence and agency confidence in this role 
are highly regarded, Such individusls become extremely 
valuable to their departments and agencies for their abilities 
and expertise in anticipating committee interests and 
expectations. 

A well-prepered and well-briefed witness can do much 
to enhance his agency's reputation and standing with the 
committce, The House Appropriations Committee member, for 
Example, enjoys the respect and admiration of other congress- 
men for his perrormance of herd work and expertise in his 
particular speciality. Accordingly, the Committee member 
Meeornizes and respects these superior qualities ian the 
departmental and agency witnesses who appear before them, 

Generally, the hearings will conclude with compliments 
eno congratulations all around the table. However, few 
hearings have ended with such lavish praise as the Defense 
Appropriations hearings this past year. The following 
Peeemanee Of compliments occurred: 


Chairman Mahon: Mr. Secretary, it has been most helpful 
to have been able to spend the day with you. Your 
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testimony has been mest helpful to us. You under- 
Stand our problem in a very special and peculiar 

way because of your former long and effective 

service on the Subcommittee on Defense Appropriations. 
So we are most happy to have had you here, tle have 
not meant to harass you, we do not think that we 

have, You have been most helpful to us, We want 

to conmend you for your herculean efforts in the 
fieid of defense and for your efforts tonerd 

securing &@ just and honorable peace, We are really 
grateful to you. We wish you good luck in your work. 
We went you to know we are always anxious to cooperate 
with you. 

Pecretary Laird: Thank you, 

Congressman Flood: We could have sold tickets to fill 
this stadium to hear this performance today. 

Chairman Manon: I want to say, General Wheeler, that you 
are an old friend of the committee. You heave always 
been most helpful to us and we appreciate your 
appearance here, I have assumed that, generally, 
you and the Secretary work as a team and that what 
he has said’ in a general way and whet you have said 
in a general way represents the joint vieus of you 
two gentlemen who occupy the highest jobs in the 
Department of Defense, 

meneral Wheeler: Your assumption is correct, fiz, Chairmen’ 

Chairman Mahon: We are very pleased to have you. We are 

‘very pleased to have Mr. Moot here also. He has done 
a tremendous job in seeking to be of service to us, 
Jack Stempler has been most helpful to us. Your 
other aides and asSistants elso have been helpful. 

1 Wouldnt want co overlook May Dove Sinclair, wie 
has been with us throughout the hearings this year. 
When he leaves the committee room in a hurry, J 

‘iew whav he 18 Gdoineyne 1s Geegning coer] veolerprone 
un Order Co coll tne rentacen se Omeeu Ceri artmam ol 
mation which he knows the committee necds., He has 
been inmost helpful, Mnyv, Secretary, I want you to 

Fe i ll Gre 

Congressman Andrews: Mr, Secretary, Doug is an updated 
General Moore to us, 

Secretary Laird: I thank you, Mr. Chairman. He aiorks very 
elocely Witn Tit, "Moo Ure neve peau com dence am 
Bob Moot. This has been a difficult year for the 
Gemptroller in the Department of Defense, probably 
TmeMMOSE GCirrLicult Wear theav any Comotrolier has 
HeGerOutace PeCeUuSeol “tie Gimecre artes a00OUul Cyvery— 
Tite eee “Nas dene 2° Very fine ssobeaio was Deen ot 
BYreav Support TO me. 








Th 
Chairman Mahon: Mr. Secretary, it hes been a most 

difficult year to be Secretary of Defense, too, 

as we well recognize, I am glad you have bes: 

able to bear up under the responsibilities. We 

Wish you good health and success, Thank you very 

HU ii, 

Congressmen Flood: ‘Tne consensus on this corner of the 

taple is that the mutual admiration society is 

nov adjourned, 3 

This concludes a brief synopsis of congressional 
Activity in processing the Department of Defense Appropriations 
Act for Fiscal Year 1970. Significant items concerning the 
DOD Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1970 were also included 
Since "authorization" must precede “appropriation" measures 
to the floor, A special rule may be obtained waiving points 
of order to enable the appropriations measure to be considered 
Tirst. However, this is @ very-rare and unusual event. 
Authorizations will normally precede appropriations measures 
to the floor in botn the House and the Senate, 


In the following section, some additional criticisms 


of the congressional budgetary process are considered, 
Criticisms of the Budgetary Process 


In a classic document prepared for the Lesislavive 
Reference Service of the Library of Congress, George Galloway 
summarized and described the procedures used by the executive 


agencies and departments in formulating the budget, the 
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36Tpid,, De 475. 
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various budget formats which have been used since 1921, the 
congressional procedures for authorizing and appropriating 
funds, and finally, the execution and audit of the budget, 


Galloway listed many criticisms of executive and congressional 


procedures and methods, and past congressional attempts at 
reform. In introducing his work, Galloway provided the 
following Summary of criticisms of Congress: 


Critics of the legislative phase of the budget process 
have found fauit with the piecemeal nature of the 
appropriations process, the necessity for multiple 
justifications of executive programs, the extreme 
Bpeciticavion ofwavupropriacvions, the making of 
permanent and indefinite appropriations, incomplete 
(inadequete) staffing of appropriations committees, 
the holding of secret hearings by the House Appropri- 
ations Committee, the recurring end-of-the-session 
los jams of supply bills which is attrrbuted to the 
double nature of the appropriations process, and the 
meplure co enforce a ceiling on appropriations. 


This appraisal was written in April, 1950 - twenty 


fee 


Meers 260, The same criticisms continue to appear in the 
imcerature and news media today, AS noted previously, vhere 
have been no significant changes in the congressional phase 
of budget review since the passage of the Legisiative 
Reorganization Act of 1946, Tne major reform provisions of 
that Act have been largely ignored (the Legislative Budget) 


and/or rendered ineffective by subsequent actions of the 


Rn ED etree eh agli Og Ee ere er 


3’/George B. Galloway, Reform of the Federal Budget, 
(mimeo), (Washington, D. C.: The Library of Congress, 
begisiative Reference Service, Public Affairs Bulletin No. 
Peo, April, 1950, py il. 
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Congress (the proliferation of subcommittees following the 
re-establishment of a single appropriations committee in 
each body) « 
A summary of criticisms of the budgetary review 
Peocess follows: 

1. Congress neither considers Federal expenditures in 
Gera. On to revenues nor the resulting impact on the national 
emonony , 

2. Many appropriations and revenue bills are received, 
considered and enacted separately and completely independent 
of each other, (Note : The DOD Avpropriations Act for Fiscal 
Year 1970 was the nineteenth appropriations measure to be 
acted upon by the 9ist Congress) 

3. Responsibility for reviewing and approving the Federal 
eeeet is distributed (ppdenentens onene several subcommittees 
in each body of Congress. The subcommittees are autonomous 
and highly independent of the parent committee/body and of 
mies othner subcommittees, especially in the House. 

4, Legislative (substantive) committees do not exert 
proper control over new programs 2nd a@ccivities., These 
conmittees often authorize new programs and commit the govern- 
ment to future expenditures without adequately considering 
wae total cost or duration of the commivment. 

5. Appropriations subcommittees give too much attention 


to details and end-items of expenditure and not enough 











¢ 
attention to overall governmental policies, programs, end 
Sg yeecvives.. 

6. The budget cycle is toe long. The length of the 
Mee o eycle necessitaces Executive Branch action to submit 
Memy revisions, amendments and supplementals to the original 
budget requests as chanses in conditions and circumstances 
Cecurs 

feamcOnsress nas been inefiective in promevins weconony 
and efficiency in Federal spending utilizing present tech- 
NiQUes - 


8. Current congressional methods enable and encourere 


tocal interests and pressure groups to exert undve influence 


Paine 17% se “carry-over” of Spending auvhorivy, resuimtinge 
from multi-ycar or indefinite appropriations and/or authori- 
zation, weaxens congressional control and oversignt over the 
Peas CWulve , 

10. “Baeck-door" spending authority, resulting from 


substantive 


Gt 
ey 
O 


permanent authorization of specific funds by 
committees, omits LAS pare ciler agency trom the anaes 
appropriations review. This further weakens congressional 
Convrol and precludes a review of the budget as a whole, 

li YVhe appropriations acts are prepared in too much detail 


pnd ere too restrictives The acts contain such a large degree 
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Sterns tructions, limitations and specification that the 
executive departments and agencies are unable to perform 
tunesir functions properly. The great detail and specification 
prevent Congress from holding the Executive responsible for 
performance and results. 

12. The perennial supplemental and deficiency appropriations 
which are requested and granted further lessens the control 
and effective administration of the budget by Congress. 

ioe All committees, and specifically the appropriations 
committees, have too few staff personnel, AS a result, the 
committees are uneble CO DeCriorl any Subsceiyial COnurol (C2 
surveillance over the gigantic and expanding Executive 
pr eric lie 

14. Congress shovld establish better information flow 
jrom and working relationships with the Bureau of the Budget. 

is, Congress should increase its wtilizgation of the 
General Accounting Office in the budget review process, 

Mine General Accounting Office can contribute to the budget 
analysis phase as well as the audit phases 

Certain of these criticisms merit analysis in 
greater depth. Tnis analysis sets the stage for the subsequent 
review of reform legislation now before the Congress, 

Usual ly sat Cher tepeol every =hiscsof crivicrsms of 
the congressional budgetary process is the allegation that 


Congress takes a piecemeal, fragmented look at the budget. 
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A companion criticism is thet Congress never considers the 
President*s financial plan as a whole. Congress does not 
evaluate appropriations measures in relation to tne current 
estimetes of revenue, Congress, in its committee and sub- 
conmittee structure, considers the budget as a series of 
separate end unrelated parts. The House ard Senate passed 
ewer Lventy separate appropriations bills during the First 
Beto won of the YJist Congress. This count includes the various 
EM@pplecmentals, deficiencies and “continuing resolutions" 
Whicn Were enacted, Appropriations and revenue bills ere 
considered and reported out by separate committees in the 
House and Senate, Although these bills are ultimately voted 
on and passed by the entire Congress, there is little evidence 
that legislators give any consideration to the close inter- 
PemeeusLonships bettreen the two types of bills. 

The subcommittees assume responsibility for the 
Porevrvons of the budget applicable™to departments and “egencies 
mmmer tifciy parvicular jurisdiction, t.¢., Defense Sub- 
Cem cvec, HEM Subcommittee, Labor Swbcommittee, etc. These 


* 


Subcommittees give scant consideration to tne accumulation 
@emecovcal new obligavional autnority, total obligations to 
Bemencurred or to the toval evel of expenditures or cash 
OUuLvLLays arising from other subcommittee action, In reaching 


decisions regarding the new obdligational authority to be 


eranted, Congress does not establish the level of actual 
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expenditures to be made in the budget period, Neither are 
wencfits and costs in one bill compared to the benefits 
Meee cOStS Of other programs and activities in other bills. 
In short, the Congress does not systematically consider the 
President‘s budget as a whole nor does it consider the 
relationship between the level of expenditures (cash outlays) 
and estimated revenues, 

In 1955, the Committee for Economic Development 
recommended that a Joint Budget Policy Conference be 
established, This Conference was to have included members 
er che congressional. leedership, majority and minority 
mepresentatives from the appropriations and revenue commitvcees 
in both bodies, end the Joint Economic Committee, The 
Seererence was to have been given responsibility for studying 
Poemrrcesiaent’s pudget as a whole and reporting its findings 
and recommendations, The Joint Conference Report was to have 
provided communications between members of the revenue, 
appropriations and Joint Ecoriomic Committees, This proposal, 
Menevere Suffered the fate of all Similar proposals recommending 
Joint endeavors between the two Houses, It failed to generate 
Sari rciens support for adoption, 38 


While no documentary evidence wes found to refute 


Si Slay eager ae 


38pavid J. Ott and Attiat F. Ott, Federal Budget 
Policy, (Washington, D. Ce: The Brookings Institution, 


1965), pe 46. 
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the criticisms concerning the piecemcal approach, congressional 
budgetary review is not without a depree of overall coordination 
and control. The organizational meeting of the full committee, 
at the beginning of each session, affords an opportunity for 
presentations by the Secretary of the Treasury, the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget, the Chairman of the Council of 
Economic Advisors and other witnesses on the state of the 
economy and the expected impact of the budget. Also, the 
Chairmanand the ranking minority member participate in the 
meetings of each subcommittee, thereby providing a dervree of 
Cencinuity and control, It is in the subcommittee environment 
mest the epilintcved auisaiocien and fragmented, piecemeal 
approaches are alleged to occur. The Chairman and the ranking 
Minority member ere able to provide a total view of the stavus 
Smeerre budget. The Chairman can aiso establish broad 
objectives, goals or targets for the subcommittees. 

The foregoing rationale notwithstanding, it is 
Meerative that the inter-relationships of Federal spending 
plans and estimates of revenue be considered at some point 
in the budget review process, Congress must appreciate anda 
be able to comprehend the combined effect of Federal spending 
and revenues on the level of employment, price levels, 
economic growth and the international balance of payments, 
Congress has on occasion formulated taxing and/or spending 


policies without any apparent consideration of the resultant 
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effect on the national econony. 

Congress‘ failure to promptly react to the 
President‘s suggested fiscal policies has not always been 
due to basic disagreement. ‘too often, the lack of timely 
response has resulted primnariiy from= tne involved congressional 
machinery. The slow legislative process and the resulting 
delays in implementing remedial fiscal actions to stimulate 
Or retard the economy have been criticized by Ott and Ott: 

In general; both tax and expenditure changes are 
Slow and somewhat clumsy instruments of policy, largely 
because of the need to obtain legislation from Congress 
for all significant policy changes, 39 

This appraisal of legislative tardiness and the 
mmeverse effects on the timely initiation of fiscal policy 
actions by tne Executive Branch is’ supported by Joseph P. 
Harris: 

mine difficulty of meking opportune fiscal decisions 
mee iurvner increased by the long™fapse of trey due in 
part to cumbersome legislative procedures, between the 
preparation ‘ plans and estimates and the eventual 
expenditure,” 

The "new economics” Busdelimes wreavire gies oVcrameaw, 
weemect business recessions by promptly increasing Federal 
Spending and/or lowering taxes. This action is advised even 


meme Tisk of incurring substantial deficits. Tnis theory 


hme en O 
40 


Harris, Congressional Control, p. 66. 
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1S based on the ever-rising potential of the national econony, 
Accordingly, the tneory provides that any budget deficit, 
incurred during a recession, will be recovered and reversed 
by increased tax receipts when the economy begins to swing 
ieeeain. The primary frustration to application of “new 
economics" theory is the long reaction time of the Legislative 
Branch, Legislation proposed to increase taxes or to increase 
(Or decrease) expenditures, is subjected to careful scrutiny by 
Congress. By the time such legislation is enacted, the economic 
climate may have changed and the corrective action may now be 
too harsh or too mild to have the desired effect, ‘! 

Few discussions of the congressional phase of Federal 
Dudgecting fail to observe that the primary faults are not in 
the appropriations process, but rather are in the authorization 
process. Such fauits include the allegavion thav tne iso 
Sstartive committees do not exercise proper control over initial 
authorization of new and/or expanded programs and activities. 
mers most difficuit to reduce orp eliminate spending once iC 
has started and has gained tne support of various local 
Bntverest and pressure groups. The most effective control that 
Wereress can exert occurs at tne authorization stage and before 


tne new projects have been started. 
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As &@ result of these previously approved and 
continuing programs, the portior of the pudset subject to 
congressional control each year is relatively small, The 
argc welfare programs, veterans’ programs and interest on 
tne national debt are, in the main, uncontrollable by Congress, 
This large uncontrollable portion of the budget is the 
"submerged part of the iceberg." e : } i 

ne ry the iceberg. Approximately 40 per cent 

of the total Fedcral budget is not controllable on an annual 
basis by Congress. Of the national security portion of the 
budget (Defense, AEC, NASA), approximately 95 per cent is 
controllable as a result of an annual budget review. In 
contrast, only about 25 per cent of the domestic programs 
(Welfare, Veterans, Pensions, etc.) are controllable by an 
annual budget review,2 

Wrivang Of the E€fricacy of controls ateune aizocors- 
zation stage, Murray Weidenbaum provides the following 
COMMENTS : 

Proposed legislation represents that stage of the 
overall Federal government spending process which is 
most amendable to direct and effective control. At 
the outset, the President can refrain from making these 
new recommendations, or he may modify proposals of 
PeminiStravive agencies to his liking, The Congress 
can refuse to vote enabling legislation, or modify 


proposals as ivs collective judgment dictates. Finally, 
the President can veto any such legislation that is 


42Slesincer, Business, Government, Pp. Ze les 
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passed by the Congress .+3 

In the past, substentive committees have been 
criticized for cnacting “permanent” anthorizations. Programs 
and activities enjoying such authorization are not subiect 
to annual review and approval by Congress. The only annual 
review of such programs and activities is performed by the 
appropriations committees In recent years, the House has 
increased the number of programs and activities subject to 
annuel anthorization, The obvious intent is to reduce the 
degree of dependence of the general membership on the House 
Appropriations Committee, Annuel authorization provides a 
means for direct inquiry via the hearings process for the 
Substantive committees and the executive departments and 
eapenciles, 


The Const 


ad 


itution provides for the military establish- 


menc, Therefore, annual authorization by a substantive 


Cemmivcee would normally not be required prior to accion on 


- 2 


appropriations legislation, The Congress has, however’, voted 
Poereguire annual authorization on certain military programs. 
For exemple, in 1959, the House extended the annual euthori- 


@eoion process to all expenditures for “aircraft, missiles and 


naval vessels," The enabling legislation, as subsequently 


ee 


“3Murray L. Weidenbaun, “Federal Budgeting - The 
Choice of Government Programs," Congress and the Federal Budget, 


(Washington, D. C.: American Enterprise Institute for Public 
Memacy Research, 1965)» pp. 56-57. 
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passed in Conference Conmmittec, omitted tht specific language 
Pequiring annual authorization. Neverthelegs, annual gulhori- 
gation has, in fact, been enected each year, Since 1959, In 
these areas, 

Tne increasing number of annual authorizations 
result in additional hearings, duplicate justification by 
the Executive and, sometimes, duplicate legislation, In 
appearing before both the substantive committees and the 
appropriations committces, Fxecutive Branch witnesses may be 
able to “play one committce off against tne other.” In any 
event, the authorizatiois process provides another clement of 
control and oversight to Congress. However, it also adds dual 
hearings and time-consuming Jegislative processes to an 
already slow appropriations process and a Lengthening budget 
Cye le, 


A major criticism of the budgetary process is thet 


é 


the budget cycle is too long. ‘The Executive Branch commences 
4ts budget formulation approximately sixteen months prior to 
the start of the applicable fiscal year. The Andivadual 
agencies and departments usually begin preparatory work on 
their budget submissions even earlier. The budgeting process 


requires such a long time primarily because or congressional 
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4WWpaymond Davison, “Congressiona) Tnnovation and 
Intervention in Defense Policy: Legislative Authorization of 
Weapons Systems,” American Politica) Science Review, March, 


1962, p. 53. 
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nsistence upon detailed, item-by-item review, The Executive 
phase is correspondingly longer because of the elaborate 
preparations required to enable witnesses to support and 
defend their requests for funds. The Executive Branch spends 
much of its preparation time constructing “justification 
books" to support the line item review demanded by the 
appropriations subcommittees, 

A shorter budget cycle would enable the Executive to 
submit more accurate estimates, A shorter cycle would eneble 
planners and estimators to incorporate more current data in 
their submissions, thereby reducing or eliminating the 
necessity for amendments, revisions, supplementals, and 
deficiency appropriations. MThe-shorter cycle would permit 
mone Occurate forecasts of economic trends. 

The six-month time span for congressional review of 
Mee budget, immediately prior to the start of the fiscal year, 
has proven to be totally unrealistic. Long term budgeting, 
such as biennial or multi-year, would reduce the annuel 
meer toad of the Exccutive and Legislative Branches, Biennial 
or multi-year budgets have been suggested for large capital 
onvestmenc projects, sucn as public Works construction. In 
addition to spreading the workload over a Longer pecirod, —the 
expanded budget cycle would permit closer scrutiny of individual 
projects. Congress would be better able to consider total 


@estS and benefits. Writing on the inadequacy of one-year 
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budgets, and the failure to recognize total longs term costs, 
fee Hirsch concludes: 

e e » because of its orie-year time span, the budget 

Serer looks the full cost implications of first-year 

financing and has thus facilitated "foot-—in-the-door" 

financing that has often proved costly to the nation, +5 

Another criticism is as old as Congress itself. 

Beginning with Secretary of the Treasury Hamilton, the Executive 
Branch expressed a strong preference for “appropriations to 
be granted under a few generalized heads." Congress preferred 
detail and specification in the appropriations acts to insure 
Convrol and accountability. The House has historically end 
adamantly objected to broad grants of authority for the 
Executive, Many factors are involved in ultimately determining 
the degree of autnority to be granted in the appropriations 
er, A Partial Listing of such factors would inelude: 

1. The state of relations between the Fxecutive and Congres 
These relations do vary over time, Degree of variance may 
reflect the political affiliation of the resident at the White 
House , 

2. ‘the policies and procedures of the particular committe 
Or subcommittee handling the Legislation, 

3. The rapport and mutual esteem between the spending 


agency and the committee. For example, the Federal Bureau of 


Nou, oe Hlirs Chyeinitermatsree eew yon Fedoral Treen 


Budgeting, (Santa Monica: The Rand Corporation, 1965), Le 
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Investigation has enjoyed an enviable and precminent position 
Wath Congress for many years, This is a tribute to the 
Director, Mr. Hoover, and his extraordinary reputation with 
Congrcss « 

4, The current state of technology in the field and the 
capacity of individual members of the committee to assimilate 
adequate knowledge about the field. The National Acronautics 
and Space Administration (NASA) enjoyed an abnormally large 


degrec of authority and freedom until such time as certain 


~~ 


congressmen begen to develop a reasonably proficient compre- 
hension of space technology and the language of space 
mercnciscs. 

Hovever, in the broader view, Congress has been 
reluctant to grant any more authority to the Executive than 
absolutely necessary. hopLommienion bilis have normally 
meen cnaccted in great detail and specificity and clearly 
ier ine or restricting the anuvhorized gosxis, odjectives and 
BPenwrcses, AS previously mentioned, this itemization and 
Specification tends to hamper effective administration within 
bee Mxecutive Branch, By enacting hignly restrictive and 
micving legislation, Congress abrogates the Executive's 
Meeponsibility for satisfactory performance and successful 


accomplishment of his assigned mission, Congress is somewhat 


unique in this Zealous approach to positive and complete 
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control over the Executive departments and asencies, Josepn 
Meerris discusses this point, as followe: 
ITM@atieecdemocratigneountPwes, the powermem the purse 

mse une cornerstone of legislative control of adminis- 
tration. The Congress of the United States, however, 
Ger Ouvdoes the legislatures of other democracies in 
BMedeclingwexecutive budgets to detailed, Strict res 
view and extensive revision and in relating financial 
control continvously and pervasively to the eee 
programs, and activities of executive agencies, ' 

Prior to 1961, the Defense budget identified 
appropriations by object classes and resource categories. 
For example: the budget contained headings for Military 
Personnel, Operation and Maintenance, Procurement, Research 
and Development/Test and Evaluation, and Military Construction, 
Mme bulgeet identified the elements of input required and 
made no reference to the specific goals, objectives or 
Mmeoeranms involved. The House Appropriations Committee, through 
1tS Subcommittees, determined the size and content of the 
Defense budget based on testimony, substantiation and 
justification presented during the hearings. Members of 
Congress could form their individual opinions on pending 
Mermislation based on the printed hearings ana recorded 
Meaenimony of witnesses, Since appropriations requests were 


non-programmatic and did not involve policy questions, the 


Peoropciations Committee could evaluate them on strictly a 


— et ery 
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"dollars and cents“ basis, Under the banner of “guardians 
of the Treasury" and the battle cry of economy and efficiency, 
the Appropriations Committee was able to reduce appropriations 
without becoming involved in the politics essociated with any 
particular program, The Committee did not have to take a 
position with regard to any specific governmental spending 
emicy. Richard Fennoe discusses this point, as follogs: 
Committee ovjections, to program-oriented budgetary 

forms, have rested in part on its preference for a 

budget in which personnel items, travel items, equip- 

ment items, etc., are separated out conveniently for 

its scrutiny. it has considered these object classi- 

fications easier to comprehend (and easier to cut) 


than performance budgets,7 


As an alternative approach to a detailed item~by-- 


é 


item review, it has been recommended that Congress monitor 


sovernwent policies and programs at the broadest level, The 
following quotation offers a Suggestion for the re-directing 
Of congressional cmphasis in the matter of control: 


THe commitrecs might ado wellywaewen,, to chancesvici: 
melicy targecs from vhe budgseu to tne eclimeve of “opin on 
thet shaped it, The influence Congress exercises on the 
budget cannot be gauged solely by reference to committee 
recommendations or floor debates and votes, Far more 
eonsequential is the influence Congressimen exercise by 
fer bie Or Thelc convuribution to theweeneral Clinavceo;. 
opinion regarding desirable and possible defense expendi- 
VePeopweeinirs climate neavily condivvons Hxecubive ane. 
Congressional choices alike, The relevance of the point 
for the committee's approach to the budget is that it 
te voday.*s hearings, which contribute vo tomorrows 


en ete ne me 


?Penno, The Power of the Purse, p. 336. 





climate of opinion, #8 

The “secret” hearings held by the House Appropriations 
Commitves are often criticized. The daily schedule of 
congressional activity will invariably show that all of 
the appropriations subcommittees are in closed sessions, 
Witnesses are allowed only during the time of their particular 
testinony, then they are usually excused by the Chairman. 

The Senate, of course, Nolds Gye Mesarines of Enc 
appropriations bills, Mark-up of the bills is accomplished 
Heexecuvive “closed” session in both bodies, During these 
executive sessions, only members of the committee and the 
professional steff are allowed to be present. The hard 
qaecisions are debated and decided during tnese mark-up 
Sessions, Thereafter, the committee report is prepared and 
Submitted to the full committee, and then to the floor, 

If open hearings were held by the House Appropriations 
Committee, communication ationg the members of Congress would 
ifemermproved., Also, by having competing programs presented, 
the committees could sharpen their judgment and evaluation, 
Arthur Smithies has offered the following innovative approach: 

heeognition of the role of cHoOlrce among alternacvives 
_gshovld have an important bearing on government organi- 


zation and procedures, I conceive of effective gsovern- 
ment aecaision-making as consisting of adversary processes, 
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Y8vaiter RB, Schilling, Paul Ys Hammond, and Gienn H. 
Snyder, Stratery, Politics and Defense Budgets, (New York: 
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analogous to processes in the legal field, The proponents 

of alternetive courses of action should state their claims, 

marshall their evidence, produce expert CeSvinony, and 

Pernaps cross~exanine the pee Side. Someone in authority 

then has to meke a choice 

A great deal has been written in this paper about 
the expertise and professionalism of the members on the 
appropriations committees, The House Appropriations Committee 
has earned its title, “guardian of the Treasury." However, 
fmienoverall effect of Congress on the budget has been to 
increase rather than decrease spending. As earlier stated, 
responsibilities for authorization and eppropriation are 
divided among many committees and subcommittees, Often 
individual members will urge economy and efficiency in the 
Pevernment in general,. but will press Visorously for contanves 
and additional Federal expenditures of benefit to their 
Dervicular constituencies, There is no doubt that Congress 
is under great public pressure to increase and expand certain 
Federal programs, and Congress has often added funds to the 
budget which have not been requested by the President. 
Thougn actions of Congress resvulvid= ie «-o culos 

meee bUdset Will generally receive Wide publicity, economy 


Bmieertiiciency remain as secondary considerations to vhe 


Pear1vical factors involved in any particular decision, 





"Sarthur Smithies, Government Decision-Naking and 
the Tneory of Choice, (Santa Monica: ‘The Rand d Corporation, 
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Consress can make any changes that it wishes to the financial 
proposals submitted by the President. Budget estimates nay 


be increased or decreased, Items can be rejected Capi re ly 


@ 


and/or new items can be added, Congress has the pover to 
attach restrictions and limitetions to the wording of 
appropriations acts, and individual members have the power 
Peeintroduce bilis, or offer amendments to bills, for the 
purpose of increasing Federal expenditures, Congress 
pevyases the Executive as to what shovld be included in the 
Peaeet by enacting authorization lcgsislations The authori- 
Zacvions prescribe, often in great detail, the programs and 
activities which the executive departments and agencies may 
Senaduct. 

If the budget is prepared in accordance with "this 
guidance, substvential changes should be unnecessary and 
unwarrented, Joseph Harris speaks to this point, in Congres- 
peronal Control of Administretion: 


re ng te tm ge oe ee eee ee 


After the budget has been prepared ene Pevireed Wider 
the direction of the President, subsvantial revision 
ehnould ordinarily be unnecessary, especially ir it has 
beer prepercd, as is usually true, ice close avec ton 
to legislative policies. Changes made by Congress when 
fae budget is under consideretion, 1G shoulda be recognized, 
are often dictated by a few influcntial members who 
wecipy key positions on the finance commiciecs, and may 
mow necesg@rily reilect the considercd judgement of the 
assembly. The changes are often increases for the 
benefit of particular groups or sections rather than 
mecuevions in the interest of economy. 


50varris, Congressional Control, p. SO. 
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There are many prossures to increase Federal 
Spending. Private individuals and organized Preseu. 6 roups 


(lobbyists) believe that the special benefits of certein 


programs end activities are superior to the alternative 
benefits to be gained by eliminating or reducing the level 


of federal spending and allowing a tax reduction for the 
general public. Murray Weidenbaounm writes that Congress is 


Meeblc to resist the 


4 


;@€ pressures because of its inadequate 


Ci 


budget review procedures, Weidenbaum cites: 
eo ec ec & lack on the part of Congress of effective budget 
reviewing tools and mechanisms to assist it tovard wise 
decisions in the determination of the arounts of public 
funds thav should be expended and in the allocation of 
these funds umong the various government programs , 1 
The Constitution created | bicameral Congress, to 
consist of a Senate and a House of Representatives. Just as 
Peet porcive division of power and authority exists between 
the Executive, Legislative and Judicial Branches, so also 


does a balance of power exist between the two bodies of 


G@meress, Bicameralism, chosén by the founding fPethers for 


cas 


meme nea progections for civil liberties, results in cervain 
inherent operavional inefficiencies. The Senate ana vhe 
House conduct duplicate hearings, perform duplicate work and 


Pees duplicate legislation, Ultimately, it is necessary to 


reconcile these duplicate efforts in a Conference Committee. 
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Crivics of Congress complein about the degree of 
duplication and assert that the resulting Conference Committee 
procedure grants the Committee end Subcommittee Cheatrnacn 
and the appointed members even more power and influence than 
they normally have. Conference Committee reports are generally 
accepved and the compromise measures are passed by the 
respective bodies almost automatically. 

Final decisions are usually consensus decisions, 
ianch the politics of the particular sitvation will dictate, 
Tne consensus of the group, in the committee environment, 

Will often settle on a compromise solution, and this final 
Meeision way not reflect the best judgment of the mejority 
of the members. In Congress, pelitical considerations 


Paiveriably prevail over economic rationalization or 


ae 


I 


optimization, whenever conflicts arise, 

Congressional decisions are usually based on 
information, often partiel, provided by the spending depart- 
ments and agencies themselves, The Congress necessarily 
relies on the Executive Branch for performing the advocates® 
role in support of various programs and the development and 
Meececnuation of alternative choices’: Congress often mistrusts 
much of the information it receives, realizing that The data 


femmes from a biased source. Congressmen frequently complain 


about a lack of information and often accuse the Executive 





Hd 
branch of withholding essential information fron then, 

in fairness, much of this information controversy 
involves the type of data being requested by Congress, The 
Execuvive Branch and the Hoover Commissions tried to convince 
Congress thet its oversight purposes could best be served by 
considering broad policies and programs rather then the vast 
amount of detail in the budget. 

On the subject of information flow, or rether the 
tec. Of flows Congress is continuously criticized for its 
poor ucvilizaction of the Bureau of the Budget and the General 
Accounting Office. ~During the congressionsl phase of the 
budgetary process, BOB officials could provide authoritative 
information regarding the President's budget decisions and 
the supporting ravionele used in reaching his decisions, 
These representatives would have an Space. and broader 
view of government-tilde practices and programs, and would be 
able to advise Congress concerning departmental performance 
@erveria, workload statistics, and cost estimaves. BOB 
personnel could offer assistance to the Congress in investi- 
gating reports of unsound administrative practices and provide 
@uncr helpful information required by the committees, 

Congress 1S also Crivitcizcd. 15m ee using the Genera 
meeounting Office to a greater extent in the budgetary review 


process, Due to GAO's vast experience in Executive Branch 
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operations, qualified GAO representatives could assist Congres 
in evaluating budget requests. As an arm of the Congress, 
GAO is not bound by Executive constraints or organizational 
(ees, 

some of the preceding criticisms arise simply 
becesuse the originator has failed to comprehend the nature 
of politics and the political process, The congressional 
pnase of Federal budgeting Is, after all, primarily politicel, 
Members of Congress are politicians, not economists or systems 


analysts. Tney live and work and achieve success in a 


r 


polrcvical world. Tt is their nature to seek compromise and 
consensus, A Sub-optimnal solution which helps everyone a 
merc Cc is preferable to an optimum solution which may result 
memoaverse political repercussions, Economic rat 
optimum decision analysis do not agave COlMCTOUeCe Wi Wie te 
realities of political life. In concluding this section, 
Pep raiseal of the political process vis a vis the systems 
enalysis approach to problem solving is most relevant. In 
his pamphlet, Systems Analysis and the Political Process, 
James R. Schlesinger has described the dichotomy between the 
two approacnes to decision-meking: 
Systems analysis applies to substantive issues 
Susceptible to definition, where linkages exist among 
Goeevs, technologies, and closely related OS The 


criterion is some substantive (and presumably measurable) 
Meility which is more or less diweevly relevant to tne 


S 
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enhancing of national security or citizen well-being. 
pre Pie Oor Systems analysis is its ability to take 

melons Tin Viesr and to disregard pricr comaitments 
if they are too costly or non-productive,. By cont crast, 
in politics one is concerned with more than the sub- 
stantive costs and benefits involved in a specific 
wer is ion EC ee One is engaged in mobilizing support 
by words and by actions over a wide range of i111 defined 
PSocucs, whe Wltimate criterion will remain the 
psychological end voting responses of the general 
electorate end of important pressure groups. Positive 
responses in this realu are only irregularly 
correlated with those actions preferred on the basis of 
cost-benefit criteria. The focus of political action 
tends to be short run. The wariness with which the 
approaching election is watched is tempered only by 
the precept thet the half-life 2ot the publie“s menory 


is approximately three months, 2% 


a 
vw 


Ae pOEL Ogee Chapter discusses significant efforts 
at reform which have been attempted to correct the 
deficiencies described in this oe as Although past 
efforts at congressional reform have been singularly un- 


successful, the atvtenpts at solving certein problems provide 


OCSmcin Fach, recogni zZemmrs 


Q 
0 
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confirmation that Congres 
deficiencies, It remains to be seen whether Congress views 
these deficiencies with sufficient alarm as to actually 
result in the initiation of reform and/or reorganiz zation 


legislation, 


ce 
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Political Process, (Santa Monica: The Rand Corporation, Stoo) 
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CHAPTER V 
CONGRESSIONAL ATTEMPTS AT REFORM 


Reforms of 1919-1921 


SR AS Or Lie OR GE eS 


This Cha r describes several of the more 
Significant avtempts at reform by Congress, Some of these 
efforts have been discussed, at length, earlier in this 
report, and will be mentioned only briefly here, 

ae first major budgetary reform was the enactment 
of the Budget and Accounting Act of 1921. This Act has been 


G@eecribed in Chapter III. It is sufficient here to note 


recognition and concern on 


ped 


tnav this legislation indicate 
the part of Congress regarding inadequacies in the approprie 
ations/expenditures process, The Act of 1921 established 

the nationel budget system and granted the President authority 
Pee responsibility for submitting a unified Federal financial 
plan. The Bureau of the Budget was established to assist 

the President with the national budget system, The General 
Peeoulnvwine Office and the Conmeee ier General were cstablished 
as direct agents of Congress and as @ counter-balance to the 
Bureau of the Budget. In 1920, the House re-establisned a 


Single Appropriations Committee. This change failed to 
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achieve the desired degree of coordination and control over 
the appropriations process, Almost immediavely artemre- 
establishment of a single committee, several subcommittee: 
were formed in order to enable the House to cope with the 


greavly increasing workload, 
Reforms of 1946 


The next mejor effort at reform wes the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946, This Act hes also been described 
in Chapter III. The Legisletive Budget was included among 
the reforms cnected.by this Act. The Legislative Budget was 
[eeeiyort on the part of Congress to focus attention, fer 
Une first time, on the President's budget as a wnele. This 


concept envisioned congressional consideration of the 


J 


President’s total financial plan, including expenditures 


Q 


and estimated revenues. A Joint Committee comprised of 
members of the appropriations and revenues committees from 
both Houses was expected to review the total budget, consider 
both expenditures and estimated revenues, end establish 
beconcurrent resolution a fixed ceiling on appropriacrons. 
The ceiling or maximum amount that could bé appropriated was 
to have been reported to Congress for approval by February 
fen OL each year. 


However, time limitations were too short to conduct 
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& realistic review of the budget as a whole, Furthermore, 
the Joint Committee was too large and unwieldy for effective 
productivity. The Legislative Budget was first attempted 
in 1947, but the Joint Committee could not reach agreement 
on a ceiling. In 1948, the Joint Committee successfully 
agreed on a ceiling, but the maximum was not enforced by 
either body of Congress. The concept was never tried acain, 
Originally enacted as Section 138, of the Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1946, the Legislative Budget is stilt 
effective, The enabling section has never been repealed 
or amended, J 

fhe Employment Act of 1946 established the Joint 
Committee on the Economic Report, which is now the Joint 
Heononic Committee. This coumittee performs an educarional 
service for Consress end the public at-large, The Oe 
Foonomic Committee holds public hearings during which 


el 


testimony is received from the several economic aavisors 


or 


to the President and other economists in the pubiic and 
private sectors, As a result of these hearings, the total 
financial plan and economic policies of the government are 
placed in perspective. The Joint Economic Committee is nov 
included in the formal budgetary process and does not 
participate in reviewing and approving authorization and/or 


appropriation legislation, 
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The Omuibus Appropriations Act, 1950 


Cann anneal Me ap ee eR eae ae a ae eS er RE ea wees 
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Another ill-fated attempt at budgetary reform wa 
the Consclidated Appropriations Acv of 1950, known as the 
Omnibus Appropriations Act, This was anovher effort on the 
part of Congress to conduct a review of the President's 
total finencial plan, Rather than processing a Numoer so. 
Separate appropriations bilis through the various sub- 
committees, all appropriations were consolidated invo one 
omnibus bill. With most congressional interest BnGdepressure 
for adoption coming fron the Senate, the concept was put to 
a test on a voluntary basis in 1950. The appropriavions 
being considered were applicable to Fiscal Year 1951. ‘The 
House Appropriations Committee did not Like the idea and 
subsequently voted to return to the traditional procedure 
of processing individual appropriations bills. ‘The onmizi bus 
appropriations concept, rejected after one trial, had tro 
inherent disadvantages : 

4. Non-controversial measures were included together with 
controversial ones. Appropriations Legislation moved at 
the pace of the slowest component. The Senate was unable to 
commence action on any element until the House had completed 
action on the entire package. AS a result, the new procedure 


jas blamed for delaying the appropriations acts. This Charge 
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@eaebe lessened, if not ovtright refuted, The actua 
legislative schedule of the omnibus measure from its intro- 
duction to enactment is discussed hereafter, 

4@« ‘The President was not granted power of the “item vetos" 
The Omnibus Appropriations Act was a potential catch-all 
for appropriations riders, The President was powerless to 
veto any specific item without vetoing the entire appropri- 
ations package for the Federal government, 

The second, of these disadvantages, is considered 
to be valid. However, the allegation that the omnibus 
fepropriations conceptiwas inherentiy slow merits further 
investigation. The legislative schedule reveals tnset the 
bill was processed with lightning-like speed as compared 


TO Some Fiscal Year i970 appropriations: 


CONSOLIDATED APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1950 (FY 5) 
Le rend 





Pemechi 2i . » »« «. House Appropriations Committee reporved 
out Omnibus bill 

mee 66 lw 6C6,lhUcel wel C©HOUUSE Passed bill 

July 8 « « « » e« Senate Appropriations Committee reported 
out Omnibus pill 

August 4 . . . . Senate passed bill. Three week Conference 
Committee 

September 6 . . President signed Omnibus Appropriations Act 


ine Fiscal Year 1950 budget was not signed by the 
President until October 29, 1949. Advocates of the omnibus 


appropriations approacn claimed that it required less time, 
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promoted fuller and more informed debate and resulted in 


beaeet reductions, 
Joint Committee on the Budget 


Establishment of a Joint Committee on the Budget 
wes another reform proposal, Senator John L. McClellan 
(D, Arkansas) introduced a bill in the 8ist Consress (1950) 
b@eposing the creation of such a Committee, The Committee 
would be comprised of fourteen members; seven from cach 
appropriations committee, Representation would consist of 
four Majority members and three from the minority,  Chalrman- 
Ships would rotate between the House and Senate on alternate 
years, The Senate has passed the measure in one form or 
another almost every year Since 1952. However, the House 
Mee never allowed debate or vote on the oroposal. 

A Joint Committee on the Budget would enable Congress 
wemrevicw the budget as a wholecme Other provisions of the 
Pee would : 

i ECStablish a joint appropriations professional staff; 

Ze promote closer working relationships and cocperation 
Bewyeen appropriation committees; 

es. enlarge the role of UnesGencraberceocunting Ort ice. ana, 

4%, improve coordination and communication between the 


appropriations committees and substantive committees, 
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Although considered by some to be a promising 
proposal, the Joint Committee approach has not been embraced 
by the House. Two typical evaluations of the House position, 
regarding this particular reform, are: 


An abortive effort was made, in 1952, to strengthen 
Congressional control over Federal expenditures by 
establishing a Joint Committee on the Budget, to 
Sensist of rer members drawn from the two Appropriations 
Committees, Passed by the Senate and the House Rules 
Committee, it was killed on the floor when the House 
refused to take it up. Representative Cannon (D. 
Missouri) had denounced the proposal as an invasion 
of the constitutional prerogatives of the House to 


Ja. + 


Pilciave appropriations bills, 


e the House of Represen ives hes consistently 
withh eld approval of Sena —_ billie i. create a Joint 
Committee on the Budget, and no vote has been permitted 
en the merits of the proposals. As a result Ciee tits 
inaction, Members of Congress and the Appropriations 
Committees continue to labor under a treme ndous handi- 
@2p 1n passing judgment on budgset See ae TO 2d 
Pxecowrvive Branch of the rovernment.2 


Representative John Taber (R. New York) voiced 
hemse objections when he expressed concern over the possible 
toss of initiative for appropriations measures and the loss 
of pover to a Jomv Committee “who mrezhnt not have vhe same 
epproacnh tnat the House Committee on Apptopriations might 


have,"55 


are 





IR SG NEN SS ame ae eet Re 


53Federal Economic Policy, p. 39. 
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Fiscal/Lerislative Sessions 
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Senator Warren G, Magnuson (D. Washington) has 
ntroduced legislation (S, 2846 in the 85th Congress and 

S. 1838 in the 86th Congress), acknowledging the problems of 
Ware present eppropriations process in Congress. Senator 
Magnuson would establish a separate Fiscal Session, when 
only money bilis could be considered, from November through 
December 31 of each year. A Legislative Session would be 
held from January through October 31, unless Congress adjourned 
peeeiexs. This bill would also change the fiscal year vo 
coincide with the calendar year, The President would submit 
his budsev by July 15. The Senator expressed hope that this 
reform would enable more members of Congress to become 
Peever informed about the budget and its contents, 

The bill would require a separate report of fovern-— 
Ment owned capital assets and the asset value, and a report 
to the Secretary of the Treasury on the value of reimbursables 
Geemued by each department and agency would bs requimwecd, 
ber of the proposed bills died in the Committee on tne 
Judiciary without action, Tne measure Was again introduced 
in the Sist Congress; ( The currence of crm ana convene. Lic 


feo posal will be analyzed in the following Chapter. 


The Budget as a Whole 


The Bisenhover Administration recommended a concept 
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for improving the congressional budget review process, 
Called the “Budget as a Whole," the concept was really very 
Simple, The recommendation was that Congress should continue 
to process the budget in its usual, piecemeal fashion, The 
YVerious subcommittees would retain their final “mark-up” 
and report of recommendations and, then, conduct a review 
Saecne total budget after completion of all subcommittee 
action. The House Appropriations Committee rejected this 
idea summarily, and CaILeCG AIG Umea 1s cice Si Meeacy lose 
The Administration was accused of failing to understand the 


fundanentealis of the budgetery process, However, several 


states reportedly used a budgsetery system similar to that 
euezested; The appropriations committees hold their individual 
recommendations until such vine ag nal units are ready to 
meewort, then serious attention is d¥rected to the toval level 
of expenditures in relation to estimated revenves, If 
ageficits are likely to occur, appropriations are further 
reauced or methods must be found to increase revenues, 

A related proposal Tor Meepins Congress ini ormaed 
of the total amount of funds that have authorized was 
suggested by Murray Welidenbeum, Called a Budgetary Scorecard, 
mae concept provides for maintalning a running balance of 
money anounvs included in G&ppropriations and authorizations 
meevne Measures are appr@m@ie@d. The Bedzetary Scorecard is: 


© « « & procedural mee@ms of eMeDling congressional 
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committees and subcommittees, and the Congress as @ 

meele, to focus attention on the total budget picture 

as actions are taken on individual bills appropriating 

funds or creating new expenditure programs. 5 

Having Listed the several reforms and cnanges 
attempted in the past, as well as those proposals which 
have been suggested, but not tried, the following Chanter 
turns to the description, enalysis end evaluation of reform 
legislation pending in the 9ist Congress. Only legislation 
introduced in the current session is considered active. If 
these measures are not acted upon by tne time Congress 
adjovrns its 2nd session, the legislative process must be 
re-initiated in the 92nd Congress. 
As stated earlier, Senator Magnuson has re- 

introduced his proposal for Fiscal/Legislative Sessions, 
Tt may not come as a great surprise that a proposed legis- 
lative Reorgenization Act has been favorably reported out 
by the Committee on Government Operations in the Senate, 
An identical measure is being considered by @ Subcommittee 
on Legislative Reorganization of tne House Rules Committee. 


These proposals are discussed and analyzed in Chapter VI. 





5oveidenbaun, “Federal Budgeting," p. 89. 


CHAPTER VI 
REFORM LEGISLATION BEFORE THE 9ist CONGRESS 
The Fiscal Act of 1970 


Senator Magnuson's proposal for separate legislative 
and fiscal sessions is currently titled the Fiscal Act of 
mo (S. 3113). In addition to providing a session of 
Congress for legislation and a session for appropriations 
bills, the measure also establishes the calendar year as the 
pevernmental fiscal year, Mr, Magnuson, Mr. Baker, Mr. Byrd 
©: West Virginia, Mr. Dole, and Mrs Mansfield ere listed as 
CO-sponsors of S,. 3113. The concept has been introduced by 
penatory Magnuson several times in the past, but the bill has 
meer reacned the floor for debate or vote. The Judiciary 
Sommictee has been the graveyard in the past, but ‘this session 
the bill was referred to the Committee on Government Operations. 

The proposal recommends that congressional sessions 
would begin in January, and end on the first Monday in 
November, and would be called Legislative Sessions. Congress 
monica reassemble on the second Monday in Novemoer for the 
purpose of considering appropriations bills and resolutions. 


wets Session, ending on December 31, would be called a Fiscal 


Ande) 


et 

session. Only bills and resolutions relating to appropriations 
would be considered during Fiscal Sessions and, correspondingly, 
Only substantive measures would be considered during 
PeGisilative Sessions, ‘The Fiscal Act of 1970 provides for 
eee regular functioning of standing committees during both 
sessions. ‘Thus, coiittees would be allowed, under the rules 
Peevaliling in the two bodWGés,, to hold hearings or perform 
ee Oener business under their particular jurisdictions, 
figere are, of course, the usual safeecuerds and exceptions for 
national security matters. In the event of an emergency, 
foreign ox domestic, the President’ could edvise Congress that 
expedited legislative action is warranted, Thereafter, the 
emergency neasure would be immediavely consi@eréed by Congress. 

The Committees on Appropriations in the House and 
the Senate would be allowed to hold hearings during the 
eersiative Sessions, but’ would not be able to report out 
Sepropriations bills until the Fiscal Session, Hotwever, bills 
and resolutions required to enact supplemental and deficiency 
Sppropriations for the current fiscal year woule be in order 
fer reporting during any Legislative Session, 

Title II of the Act, Crewmidesswminse tie ficgeal year 
Gemeune Treasury of the United States, mm e]1] matters of 
eecounts, receipts, expendituresm estimates, and appropriations 
would comnence on January 1, 1973, and would end on December 


Bae 1973. ‘The bill further provides Tor effecting the change 





tee 
in fiscal years by extending the fiscal yeor commencing on 
July 1, 1971 to December 31, 1972. ‘Thereafter, the gfovern- 
Mene S fiscal year would run from January 1, to the folloving 
ecember 31. Appropriations for each fiscal year after 

1973 would be enacted curing the Fiseal Session immediately 
Peeccoins. 

Senatvor Maznausom proposes thnae tne Presa@cnt Subnir 
Mme DuUareL on or before July 15, preceding the fiscsai year. 


LY 


An added provision in this bill requires that the 


Executive include a statement in the budget showing the 
Gapiteal assets of the Federal government and the capital 
meme, Value as of the end of the last completed fiscal yesr. 
Introduced in the 9ist Congress, on November 4, 
1969, the bill was referred to the Committee on Rules and 
Pemanistracvion., On January 21, 1970, the Committec on Rules 
ena Adiinistration discharged the bill and referred i Oo 
wee Committee on Government Operations. 
In January, 1970, a staff member of the Senate 
Committee on Government Operations was interviewed concerning 
the bill‘*ts status. He said that it was “hot,” and that the 
jeadersnip in the Senate was strongly advocating congressional 


Peiorm,.. He noted that the bill Was “weld sponsored” by 


senior Senators. The bill, he thought, would get quick 
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consideration and aporoval in the Senave, 

This optimism has proved to be unfounded, In mid-. 
Hiarch, the Government Operations Committee staff member 
disclosed that the measure had been routed to the Executive 
Branch for comments, The staff member further advised that 
no committee action was currently scheduled on the bill. 


Congressman Louis C. Wyman (R. New Hampshire) 


@eeoressed a number of objections to Senator Magnuson’s 


oc 


proposal during the former's testimony befcre the Subcommittee 
On Legislative RceorganiZation in the House, Congressman 
Wyman observed that by adopting the proposal, Congress would 
commit itself to a full year scneduie,. Althowman recent 
Sessions of Congress heve continued into December, the pro-~ 
posed legislation would tinake November--December sessions a 
matter of law, It is not believed that many congressmen 
would be eager to accept a year-around schedule with such 
finality. and further, to pass a law thereby “setting 1 in 
Concrete.” Congressman Wyman further noted the fact tnat on 
alvernate years some representatives who had not been re- 
elected would be deciding and voting on appropriations 
Macters, Eventually, he predicted, tnere would surely be 
appropriations “hold overs” extending beyond December 31. 


Miis would be especially true if other reforms in the 





114 
congressional budgetary process were not accomplished, 98 

Tne proposed time frames for the Lezisletive and 
Piscal Sessions would provide five and one-half months for 
congressional review of the budget. If the President submits 
wne budget on July 15, the Appropriations Conmittees would 
have to compress their hearings schedule and "nark-up" into 
three and one-half months (July 15-November 1). This does 
NOU seem to be a very realistic proposition in view of recent 
lengthy budget review procecdings,. 

In an intervie, Hrs Peul’ We vilsonm, Cover Clerks 
pmo starr Director for the House Appropriations Committee, 
questioned the rationale for delaying the submission of the 
budget to Congress, Mre Wilson doubted that Congress would 
eeerec towWaiting around the Hill, from January until duly 15, 
Defore it could get starced on the President’s financial 
program, Mr, Wilson aiso questioned whether Congress was 
ready to accept a full year schedule, and furtner, that it 


would pass @ binding law to that effect. 27 
The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1969/1970 


The Wajor LveM Of rerorn fermi Pacnome non on the 


a ee me 








58u. S. Congress, House, Committee on Rules, 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970, Hearings, before a 
Subconmiccee of the Committee on Rules, House of Representatives, 
weet Cong., ist sess., 1969, pes 307. 


59Paul M. Wilson, Chief Clerk and Staff Director, 
Meuse Appropriations Committee, interview at the Capitol, 
Meaenite vol, Dt Coy Marchelj, 1970, 











calendar of the 9Jist Congress is the Legislative Reorganization 
eas etl & ° rr ¢ ‘1 4 
Act of 1909. This bill (S, 844) was introduced by Senator 


Karl E. Mundt (R, South Dakota), and had the following co- 


¢. 


meonsOrs: Senators Boggs, Case, Fannin, Griffin, Hetcalf, 
Percy, Sparkman, and Stevens, Introduced on February 4, 1969, 
tne measure was referred to the Committee on Government 
Operations, Heported out of committee favorably and without 
amendment, on Nay 23, 19659, it was placed on the Senate 
calendar (No, 192) to await call to the floor by the leader- 
ship, 00 

In recommending that the bill pass, the following 
legislative background wes included in the Comnittee Repor 


S. 844 would be known as the Legislotive Reorganization 
Act of 1959 and would imolement most of the principal 
recommendations contained in the final report of the 
Joint Committee on the Organization of the Congress, 
filed in the Senate in the 89th Congress (S. Rept. i414). 
wechn one major excepbion and Certain miner revisions, 
S. 844 incorporates virtually all of the provisions of 
S,. 355 which passed the Senate by a rollcall vote of 75 
to 9, on March 7, 1967, following 17 days of debate, 31 
rollcall votes, and the adoption of 40 amendments, It 
was referred to tne House Committee on Rules which held 
a hearing on April 106 1967), ene took mo furtner action. 
whe major exception rete ued Bronte ie vo, se 1On. OF 
wacle V of S, 355, dealing ~lunm the rezulation of 
lobbying; the minor revisions relate primarily to matters 
Which have been taken care of either administratively or 
in other legislation, and technical and conforming 
amendments designed to update the earlier measure ,O1 


a 
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60u, S. Congress, Senace, Legislative SoS ee 
Act of 1969 (A Bill); S, 844, 9ist Cong., ist sess., >, 29690, pri 


61u, S, Congress, Senate, Legislative Reoreen? 222208 


Act of 1969, S. Rept. 91-202 to Accompany S, 844, Sist Cong., 
Hor Scesi, 1969, Digs 
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The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1969 (S. 8ttr) 
proposes & number of significant congressional changes, how- 
ever, several of these are beyond the scope of this paper, 
liany of the recommendations do not pertain to the congressional 
phase of the Federal budgetary process, Specifically, 
ieeeec Ii, of the bill, pertains to Fiscal C@m@rols. In 


order to convey the sweeping nature of the bill and to provide 


rh 


gmeceree Of continuity Tox Wee several reform proposals. 2 
meoume*’ of the measvure's contents is provided, 

in reporting the DIES (ie seem Tcce cited vne 
following primary objectives Snide nepal proves wens: 


“a, « tO improve and strengunen Une orean: Zac10M and 
operation of the Congress in order to enable it more 
Sr LCCulvVely to E6€mercise ite@ieeucti tuLvweoa) responsi 
ielities and cope with ies ever-increasine workload, 

It (S. 844) provides for: (1) modifications in 
svanding committee procedures relating to the povers 
ef committee cnairnenyahearings, reportimeeot measures, 
proxy votes, and the exercise of more effective 
legislative oversight by such committees; (2) the 
esvablishment of more eft ccrivemr 1scevecon ols. 
miclvudinge new procedures for Camercssional revs ion 
the Federal budget, increased utilization of tne 
General Accounting Office, and new fiscal responsi- 
bilities in the legislative standing committees; (3) 
expansion of, and improvements in, congressional 
Sources of information, inclu. chlar emery co: 
permanent professional staffs and Members* staffs, and 
meereOresaniZavion Of Unies Wecis te ikgewe sey cmeemoery 1Ce. 
and, (4) improvements in internal organization and 
BamInistravion relative To pevseckcepin ac LivIvies:, 
mncluding the cstablishmentset auperiane..| Joint 
Committee on Congressional Operations, an Office of 
Placement and Management, a reorganized, professional 
Capitol Police Force and Capital Guide Service, 2 man- 
datory adjournilest date, C1 hy sie onda. pronivivion 
of sessions in August, in the absence of 2 congressionally 
declared state of war, and appointments of postmasters 
in the competitive civil service without Senate 





ee 
conrirmation or any congressional intervention, 2 

The Committee referred to the estimated total snnuel 
cost of all. of the recommended changes as being approxinately 
©5 million. This estimate wes originally reported by the 
penate Special Committee on Organization of the Congress in 
Cemnection with the Legislative Reorganization Age of 1967 
(S. 355).°3 

the Specific provisions of the Legisiaivive Re 
Organization Act of 1969 (S, 844), which are relevant to this 
Mmeport, are those under Title II, Fiscal G@mittrols, ‘Tivle 1, 
deals with a number of changes in committee procedure, 
Meerings, reports, etcaw but specifically exclu@es the 
Appropriations Committees in the two bodies, 

The background leading to S, 844, is both informative 
pma necessary to a full understanding of the Act#s present 
meacus, The Joint Committee on Che Organization of Consress 
(89th Congress, 2nd Session), in Report 1414, found that: 

ine the nation"s growth and the increasing complexities of 
our commitments at home and abroad, over the past twenty years, 
Wee placed a heavy burden on the budgetary process for the 
Executive and Legislative Branches; 


PZae Since the Budget and= Accounting sero: 1921. the Bureau 


621bide, pe 2. 


630 ac, Congress, Senate, Legislative Reorganization 


men Of 1967, S, Bept, 1 te Hecompanyeoe 255m O0tn Conga; eiae 
Secon; 1907, De ele 
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of the Budget had presented a single budget document reflecting 
appropriations for all executive departments end agencies; 

3e the President had continued to incorporate improved 
budgetary methods in order to make administration and control 
meme Cifective Within the Executive Branch; 

4, these improved methods included program budgets and 
the rational selection of alternatives based on output; 

5. the Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System had 
been adopted to define objectives and goals, to find adequate 
measures of performance toward these objectives and goals, and 
tO analyze the various alternatives with a view toward deter- 
mining the comparative benefits and costs of each comveting 
program; and, 

6. that these new concepts of cost-effectiveness end cost~ 
imeneres Studies, in addition to their use ineformulatings che 
buagzet, have also improved the quality of budget submissions, 

The Committee (MNonroney Committee) further found, as 
reported by the Committee on Government Operations: 

» £6 & that: (1) the Constitution vests in the Congress the 

absolute power to determine how much the sovernment will 

spend on each program and the total extent of Federal 
spending; (2) Congress has not equipped itself to enable 

it to exercise its fiscal resvonsibilities meaningfully 

and effectively; (3) as a result, Congress conducts a 

fragmented budget study and finds itv difficult to make 

a comprehensive, overall-evaluation; (4) the increase 

of total Federal spending, the use of the executive 

budget and the development of more sophisticated tech- 


niques of budget analysis all make congressional contro}. 
Oferiscal policy MOresG@i tiie ene, Congress, 





ag 


whicn now shares its fiscal powers with the Executive 
iraica, iS TO Maintain erfective convo oes Federal 
Spending, budgetary and fiscal data must be collected, 
processed, oo cd, end promptly made available to 
its Pee ee 


Tne Monroney Committee published 15 volumes of 


Si 


eStimony with related documents totelling 2,322 pages. The 
Committee heard 199 witnesses, including 17 Senators and 59 
hepresentatives, Four Senators and 26 Representatives 
Submitted written statements for the record. Congressional 
witnesses represented ea total of 997 years of service in 
Consress,.©5 
As a result of these hearings, the Committee con- 

luded that Congress would have to effect certain improvements 
meordsr to better perform and discharge vues CONS ci vuvione. 
fiscal responsibilities, Corrective actions deemed necessary 
for improving congressional performance included: 

41. Members of Congress should have access to relevant 
budget information, so that they can make rational judginents 
on the spending levels of competing programs. 

2e Congress should place greater emphasis on the budget 
as a whole. 

3. Congress snovid place greater emphasis on major programs 


and policies instead of the details and items of expenditure, 





ee tere 





eet = ee er me SS 


O4Legis: slative Reorpanmwevicn Acy of 1969, See Dig. 
Pie202; DP. Ore: 


65u. S. Consress, Senate, ee ation of Congress, 
ee tept. i414 Pursuant to S¥ Coma Res, Both Conea,s -1G 
Peat CO ww De J. 
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4, The General Accounting Office should be utilized to 
& greater extent in evaluating budgetary requests. 

5. The substantive committees should acknotiledge and 
Peeume ™ereater responsibility for exercising fiscal control 
when authorizing new or expanded programs. 

In effecting these needed improvements, tne 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1969 gives an enlarsed 
role to the General Accounting Office (GAO) in budget review 
and requires GAO to provide a variety of budgetary end fisca 
information to Congress. The Act extends the Planning, 
Programming and Budgeting system to Congress as a technique 
for reviewing the budget, The President's budget is required 
vO include greater fiscal detail and extended forecasts on a 
project or program basis, Tne Act repeals the dormant pro- 
visions of the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, such 


tuted 


eal 


@s the Legislative Budget. New procedures are inst 
which enable Congress to consider the executive budget as a 
whole. The substantive committees are required to submit 

eos, estimates for five years, or the life of the project 
whichever is snorter, for new programs and activities, and, 
meepossiple, convert all permanent autnorizations to an annual 
appropriations basis. Finally, the Act requires rollcall 
votes on all bills increasing or decreasing the compensation 


of members of Congress and on final passage of all appropriations 





measures ,06 

A review of the proposed Legisiavive Heorgani zation 
Act of 1969 reveals the following specific changes in the 
budgetary process, 

the General Accounting Off i¢e, the Bureau cM une 
Budget, and the Secretary of the Treasury are required to 
develop and maintain a government-wide, standardized infor- 
mation snd data processing system for budgetary and fiscal 
data, and to establish standard classifications of prograns, 
activities, receipts, and expenditures, Another requirement 
levied on the General Accounting Office is the compilation of 
eurrent budget information, including changes in budsev totais 
resulting from appropriations actions, new legislation, changes 
in revenue estimates, and new or supplemental appropriations 
requests, This innovation suggests the Scorecard proposal 
oem ecarlier days Lastly, the General Accounvine, 011 ice 
is required to have available a staff of cost-effectiveness 
Experts wno are on call by the congressional committees to 
assist them in the analysis of studies furnished by the 
executive departments and agencies, or in making independent 
poales for Congress, 

The President IS) rsqumired™ teomieamcm. Summa Iecor oO; 
estimated expenditures for the next four years for all 


66Lerislative Reorganization Act of 1969, S. Rept. 
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continuing programs; and, estimates as to the rate of future 
expenditures of those halances carried over from previous 
fiscal years, In eddition, the President is reauired to 
report to Conzress on June 1, of each year, a supplemental 
sullmary of the budget reflecting significant changes in 
receipts and expenditures which have occurred since the 
preparation and submission of the Federal budget the pre- 
ceding January. Again, this requirement has the flevor of 
the Scorecard idea, It serves the primary purpose of keeping 
all members of Congress informed regarding the Federal 
financial program as a whole, 

In-an effort to correct the Tf cagmentv ea aper cacim co 
budget review and to compensate for the substantial autonomy 
of appropriations subcommittees, S. 844+ attempts to accomplish 
@ review of the budget as a whole. The Appropriations 
Committees in each House are required to hold hearings on 
the budget within thirty days after its submission by the 
President, During these hearings, the Director of the Bureau 
me che Buaret, the Secretary of tne Treasury, and the Chairmen 
Geeene Council of Economic Advisors=voula testify as to the 
considerations and assumptions upon which the Federal budget 
is based, The Act further provides that tnese hearings may 
be held before joint meetings of the Senate and House 
Peropriations Committees, that thestestimony of wrtnesses 


Will be in open hearings and that transcripts of testimony 
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and hearings will be made available to all members of Congress, 

As recommended by the Joint Committee on the Orfani- 
zation eof Congress, the Legislative Reorganization Act of 
1969 would make the following edditional changes in the 
Federal budget process, Committee reports on each appropri- 
ations measure would contain: an analysis of the major 
factors taken into consideration by the committee in reporting 
and recommending appropriations; and, a statement of the 
consideration given to cost--effectiveness studies or analyses 
Penducved by the Executive Branch or by otner congressional 
committees, including information as to wnere members of 
Congress may obtain copies of such studies, Special require- 
mencs are levied on committee reports recommending supplementel 
and/or Geficiency appropriations, These reports would be 
required to explain why the opr ere were nov included 
fe thne regular appropriations bill orwahy they covld now waite 
until the following fiscal year .@eObviceusivyr the primary 
intent is to discourage the submission of supplemental and 
Mericiency appropriations requests; 

A major change being proposed is the requirement 
for open hearings in both the Senate and the House, Open 
hearings are required unless specifically precluded for 
measons of national security, or ruled to be confidential 
ynder Law or regulation, ete. If open, hearings are subject 


to coverage by the various news media, including telecasting, 








12/} 
broadcasting or both, 

In its expansion of the utilization of the General 
Accounting Office in the budgetary process, the Act requires 
the Comptroller General: 

1. to furnish the Senate end House Committees on 
Appropriavions and Government Operations copies of all GAO 
reports, and to furnish all other congressional committees 
With copies of those reports dealing with matters under their 
Mespective jurisdictions; and, 

2e to designate GAO representatives to explain and discuss 
Tieir reports with interested congressional committees, or 
PoumLtcee staffs, in order to assist in their consideration 
Gamer Ooposed legislation, 

Miewncty Specifically requires that all Federal departments 
and agencies submit to the House and Senete Appropriations 
Committees a statement of action taken in response to GAO 
reports and recommendations. Sucn reports are required 
Semrerdent with the department or agency’s first request for 
appropriations submivted more than sixty days after the date 
Ciecune GAO reports 

Lestiy.. under Titlcvl Pao fee Control area, 
Sontvrols are tightened over authorization of new programs and 
weeivities, Specifically, the bili redugres that all sub- 
stantive committees include in committee reports authorizing 


new programs: 


ee 
1. @ projection, made by the committee, of costs to be 
incurred in carrying out such legislation for the then current 


fiscal year and each of the following five fiscal years; 


\ 


om om estimate of wain or lOsaeuan revenuss Tor 2 one 


J 


year period with respect to measures affecting revenues; anid ; 
3. a comparison of such cost estimates with any made by 
the Executive Brancn, 


»I- 


The bill requires substantive committees to make every Cliore 


¢ o 


to authorize new programs on, and transform existing eontinuine 
programs to, an annual appropriations pasis.07 

The Legislative Reorganization Act of 1969 is, 
indeed, a far-reaching proposal for congressional reform, An 
almost identical. bill has passed the Senate each year since 
the original report (S. Rept. 1414) of the Joint Committee on 
the Organization of Congress in 1966. S. 3848 was passed in 
the Senate in 1967. In 1968, S. 355 was passed in the Senate 
by a vote of 75 to 9. Both measures dicd in the House 
Committee on Rules. 

The stage for congressional reform is again Sev. 
3, 844 has been favorably reported out, without amendment, 
by the Senate Committee on Government Operations. The Measure 
ison the Senate calendar (Number 192), ana aweits the call 


of Senate leadership for floor consideration. As of mid-March, 


eee BR 
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1970, staff personnel on the Committee on Government Operations 
advise that the measure has not been scheduled as yet, The 
consensus of opinion is that the Senate is waiting for some 
Sign of action in the House. Similar legislation is pending 
in the House Rules Committee, Twenty separate bills, all 
nearly identical to each other, and to S, 8441, have been 
introduced in the House and referred to the Committee on Rules. 
Rather than pass S, 844, and forward it to the House, which 
has been unsympathetic to reform legislation in the past, the 
new Senate strategy seems to be “let's wait and see whet the 
House does," 

However, the optimism, thai Was Origine ly preccem, 
ma December, 1970, in discussing rerorm legislation wita 
congressionsl svaff members, is noticeably waning. Remembering 
tme cordial interviews of last December and January, which 
G@escribed strong advocacy for reform among Senate Jeaders, 
the mid-March response to a request for a follow-up interview 
came és @ surprising, and disappointing, statement that 
‘nothing head changed." The professional staff members on 
meaeressional committees must find the Lack of lesislatave 
meoeress difficult to explain to outsiders, © Hifrorts expended 
on reform legislation have not often been rewarded by quick 
massage of the relevant blil. it tS wet too difficult to 
explain a growing pessimism among the personnel involved. 


After this lengthy discussion of Senate action (or 
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inaction) on reform legislation, attention is now directcd 
to the House, Unlike the Senate, congressional reform is not 
a “nhot" subject in the House, Neither, however, would it 
MemcOrrect to state that reform ade a "dead" issue, At times, 
there are indications of significant House interest in change. 
Since none of the reform proposals have been brought to the 
floor, there is no way to quantify this interest in precise 
teims, Hovever, an approach to quantification may be found 
in an analysis of legislation recently introduced on the 
Subject of reform. The House Rules Committee reports that 
no less than twenty bills on legislative reform have been 
introduced in the 9ist Congress, All are based on the findings 
and recommendations of the Joint Committee on the Organization 
of Congress (Monroney Committee), A tabulation of bills and 
sponsors follows: 
[gees 2105 - Legislative Reorganization Act of 1909 (iach on 
the following bills have this same titie) - 
Introduced by Mr. Hall (for himself and Mr. 
Cleveland) on January 6, 1969. For all intents 
and purposes§ this measure 2S adenticaiecve 
S, S844, except thatvvdt imciludes file Vo] 
Regulation of Lobbying. Messrs. Hall and 
Cleveland served on the Jolnt Committee 
(Monroney Committee), 
H.R. 2186 - Introduced by Mr. Smith of California, on January 
La ° ° a 
6, 1969. Similar to H.R. 2185 and Ss. 8H. 
Introduced by Mr. SmMEth Cf Galitornias On Janvary 


6, 1969. Identical to H.R. 2186 except that it 
omits Title V = Rém@ulacion er Lobbying. 


: 


fen, 2157 


nee 2/13 ~ Introduced by lim @eid of New York, on January 
9, 1969. No significant changes included. 
H.R. 6278 ~ Introduced by Mr. Rumsfeld (for Himself, Mr. 


Cleveland, Ihr, cienWwensel  feenndercson Of Illinois, 
Mr. TattesPic.. FCS Vere emeci. Ia, Bust, 


ean 


My, Conable, Mr. Coughlin, Mregebel lenbaeiay lir, 
Hrlenborn, “2r Gtrover, Mr. Pervey ase. MeClory. 
Mr. MacGregor, Mr. Michel, pr, Worse, Mr, Morton, 
Hr Quie, My Raids pacd eM Pe etl, oLecicer 
of Wisconsin, Mr. Whalen, and Mr. Wydler) on 
February 5, 1969. This measure includes the 
Title V - Reguletion of Lobbying. 
Due to their being exactly identical, the 
following bilis, introG@uges Waser Tale of 
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1969, were 
not separately primed? wiyiw 7/3/)s Heke 73/2: 
H.R. 78943 Heh 9697 Sete one 7) 
H.R. 10597: Gna eee doo. 

H.R. 8158- Introduced by Mr. Fshleman (for himself, Mr. 
Saylor and Mr. Fulton of Pennsylvania) on March 
4, 1969. Includes Title V - Regulation of 
Lobby ine, 

H.R. 10426-iIntroduced by Mr. Rees (for himself, Mr. Jacobs, 
Hyp wAdans ofr. Heehaveay, 1c. hamitton, hr Gaboens, 
Mr, St. Onge, Mr. epee ieber eee 6 Ores, 
Mr, Leggett, Mr. Diggs, Mr. Scheuger, Mr. Rosenthal, 
Mir, Boland, Mr. Brown of California, and Mr. Mikva) 
on April 222819698 “Incl udeast) wie een) aon 
Of Lobby int. 
Due Lo their being identicoat., tie Teollowlie soi 
introduced under Giele of heeisilative Heorgant Zacmam 
Act of 1969, were not separately printed: H.R. 10427 
eae seme 7 Ont 

H.R. 11475-Introduced by Mre Cleveland (for himself, Mr. Rees, 
ir. Adams, Nie Anderson Oo: lilineis, Mr. Bresver, 
ir, Brademas, Mri Broglage laviweCOnSeble yl paeirescer, 
Mr. Gibbons, Mr. Hamilton. Me, Hathaway, Mr. Howerd, 
Mr. Hungate, Mra Jaccbs, Mra Lowenstein, Mrs 
MacGregor, Mr. Morton, Mrw Moss; Mra Heuss, hx; 
Rumsfeld, Mr. Schwengel, Mrs. Steiger of Wisconsin, 
Mr. Taft, and Mr. Bob Wilson) on May 20, 1969. 
Includes Title V = Regulevion om Lobbya rite 
Due to'their being identical, the following bills, 
introduced under Title or Legislative HeorsganiZation 
Act of 1969, were not separately printed: H.R. 116% 
and H.R. 12586. 


All bills were referred to the House Committee on 
Rules. The Committee on Rules assigned jurisdiction to its 
Subcommittee on Le@islat’ve Reommanw@zation, which was specifically 


morned for this purposes Tre Subeconmmatmree. Chaired by 
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Congressman Sisk, subsequently decided that only three of 
the bills differed sufficiently in content to warrant separate 
evvention, and thus, H.R, 2185, H.R. 2186 and H.R, 11475 
were selected. All of these bills ere nearly identical. 
The major differences involve Title V - Regulation of Lobbying. 
pome of these bills dropped this Title before being introducec, 
All of the bills have their genesis in tne hearings and report 
of the Joint Committee on the Organization of the Congress. 
An item-by-~item review of each of these measures revealed no 
Significant deviation from S, 844, as passed in the Senate, 
mee provisions of the several pilis|, under Titiemi =a aeceet 
Controls, are nearly identical, with only minor differences 
in wording and Space arrangement. 

The Subconmittee on Legislative Reorganization held 
hearings on October 23, 303; November 6, 13, 20; and, Hecenne se 
3, 4, and 5, 1969. Thirty-six members of Congress appeared 
mame TEStified in person. Forty-four members of Congredcs, 
including one Senator, submitted statements and letters. 

There were fifteen witnesses other than members of Congress, 
Including representatives from the various news media, Bureau 
of the Budget, Library of Congress and the Capital Guide 
Service. The printed record of hearings and related documents 
total 453 pages, 68 


Miss Jonna L. Cullen, Staff Member for the Subcommittee, 


68Legislative Heorganizavion Act of 1970, pp. Til=V. 
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made available a copy of the printed hearings and provided a 
desk copy of a Committee Print, dated November 5, 1969. In 
providing tne Committee Print, Miss Cullen pointedly warned 
that numerous and significant changes hed been made in the 
bill by the Subcommittee, ©9 As of mid-March, the Subcommittce 
had not reported to the full Rules Committee. After the 
Subcommittee reports its findings and recommendations, the 
full Conmittee may decide to reopen the issue and hold additional 
hearings. Staff members opted not to estimate when the report 
Might be fortncoming. One staff member suggested stronsly that 
& report would be submitted to the full Committee, but chose 
not to vredict the future actions of the parent Rules Conmittee, 
There is a& strong temptation to terminate discussion 
at this point and cite the lack of additional factual infor- 
mation regarding House or Rules cont AcTIONy MMovever, 
Stronger, innate curiosity demands at least e@ cursory review 
Gene draft Committee Print. The Printeshould provide sone 
insight into the Subcommittee*’s position on the legislation 
as of November 5, 1969. The review is, necessarily, limited 
GO those budgetary reforms under Titie II - Fiscal Controls, 
Title I provides for changes in committee procedures 


and has been called the “Committee Menbers* Bill of Rights." 
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69mMiss Jonna L. Cullen, Staff Member on Subcommittee 
on Reorganization of the Committee on Rules, House of Repre- 
sentatives and Mrs» Forest, Staff Member, Committee on Rules, 
Hitormal interviews, The Capital, Wasninectem,” Dp. C., Maren 
ey 1970. 





ost controversial par 


= 


Title I is generally regarded as the 


Pon 


of the bill. Some witnesses testified that the reform pro- 
visions did not go far enough in correcting deficiencies, 
Ovher witnesses voiced equally strong objections that the 
reforms were too drastic and really unnecessary. The 
Appropriations Committees in both bodies are excluded from 
most of the changes in committee procedure. This exclusion 
may be deicted before the bill is reported out, however. Many 
of the witnesses complained of the special privileges afforded 
the Coinmittees on Appropriations, Rules and Governuent 
Operavions,. 

The Secretary ofr -the Tressury anasthne Divreecror on 
me bureau of the Budget, in cooperationtwith the Conptrozicr 
General of the United States, are charged with developing 
and maintaining a standardized Mhrormation and electronic date 
feocessing system for budgetary and figeal datas: This particular 
Waneguage serves to remove the direct responsibility of the 
General Accounting Office; in comparison to the Senate bill 
(S. 844). The information system requires stendard classifi- 
cations of programs, ectivities, receipts, and expenditures, 
dreasury and BOB are required to submit annual progress reports 
on the development of the information system to the Congress 
annually in September. In addition, Treasury and BOB must 


advise Congress on the location and nature of data available 


in the Federal agencies with respect to programs, activities, 





ie 
receipts, and expenditures, 

the Generel Accounting Office is charged with reviewing 
and analyzing results of programs and activities, making cost~ 
benefit studies and maintaining a staff of experts et 
analyzing and conducting cost~benefit studies relating to 
Pevernivient programs. 

In order to make them fiscally responsible, certain 
controls are established for the substantiating conmittees 
when authorizing new prograins. Legislation which creetes or 
Peends any runctiong activity or authority muse include: 


an estimate of cost for the first year; and, an estimate of 


s 


eeec tor each of the following four fiscal years, 


4 


The Secretary of the Treasury -and the Director oF 
mee Bureau of the Budget must submit. on or before June 1, of 
each year, 2 supplemental summary of the budget reflecting: 
all significant alterations in or reappraisals of estinstes 
of revenues or expenditures; all significant obligations 
incurred against the budget since its original submission; 
and, any other information necessary to provide a complete and 
current budget summary. 

fhe Presiden’ 1S Sequlrecmro Submit wsestlso Cn vc: beiore 
June i, summaries of: estimated expenditures for the following 
four fiscal years which will be required for continuing pro- 
erams with legal commitments; and, estimated expenditures in 


Mmieerollowing fiscal years of balances) "carried over” from 
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previous periods, 

The Committees on Approprvavrons ere required to 
hold hearings on the budget as a whole within thirty deys 
after submission by the President. The hearings are required 
to consider: the basic recommendations and budgetary policies 
Of the President; and, the fiscal ,, financial, @nd economic 
assumptions used in arriving at the total estimated revenves 
and expenditures, Testimony would be received from tne 
iroika - the Secretary of the Treasury, the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget, and the Chairman of the Council of 
Economic Advisors, ‘The hearings would be held in open session, 
Peecept when expressly waived for reasons of national security. 
The bill provides that such hearings may be held before joint 
Sessions of the Committees on Appropriations from the Senate 
and House, 

Cost estimates must accompany all legislations 
pubsStantive committees are required to submit cost estimates 
mer the first year in carrying OU proposed @eojects end cost 
Pavinates for each of the rollOwings five 7 1sScaim cars. in 
the case of revenue legzisiation, committee reports must 
contain estimates of the gains or losses in revenues for a 
one year period. Substantive committees are further required 
we report a comparison of the costs, as determined by the 
committee, with the costs estimated by the Executive agency. 


Pomaitiy, if these cost est®maves and comparisons are not made, 


134 
the committee report must include ae statement explaining the 
reasons for non-compliance, If bills are reported out with- 
out these cost estimates and comparisons, the legislation is 
aro jo@t tO a point of order, 

Finally, and most importantly, Title iwwrect Geror 
tne Committee Print, provides that the fiscal year be changed 
to coincide with the calender year, (70 

The fore@eing Summary pecvains toeene ticles, 
articles and sections in the Legislative Reorganization Act 
of 1970, as of November 5, 1969, the date of the Committce 
Print. Miss Cullen, staff member of the Subcommittee, has 
warned that many changes have been made in the bill since 
fevembper. These changes, unfortunately, are not availabpic 
for public discussion and appraisal. Some indication of the 
mecepclon which the ineasure will ce ccnte on the House floor, 
assuming that a reform bill of some kind eventually reaches 
that plateau, can be hypothesized from the testimony of 
eongressional witnesses before the Subconmittec, 

Congressman H, Allen Smith (R. Californias), a member 
of the Legislative Reorganization Subcommittee, explaining the 
limited scope of Title I, stated that: 


99 Ber cent of the Wemltisce cChalmmemw aid vevervred, son 
the Appropriations Committee would be against the more 


a 


70U. S. Congress, House, Legislative Reorganization 
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extreme changes being recommended by some witnesses, (+ 

Congressman Charles WU. Whalen, Jr. (R. Ohio) spoke 
In favor of changing the fiscal year to the calendar year, 
the Congressman stated a preference to have the President’s 
budget continue to be submitted in January. He recognized 
that the executive departments and agencies would then have 
a fifteen month time pericd between budget submission and 
ultimate eppropriations authority. (*% 

Congressman Odin Langen (R. Minnesota) testificd 
in ravor of changing the fiscal year to a calendar year basis, 
He argucd that a desdaline of July 1; should be established 
mer completion of @]1 authorization lerislation. If "nov 
completed by that date, appropriations bills could precede 
authorizations to the floor, Representative Langen is a 
top-ranking member (minority) on the Appropriations Committee, 
j@aererore, his position cn the fiscal year change coulda be 
significant, (2 

Congressman Richard L. Ottinger (D. New York) was 
in favor of the proposed fiscal year change. He blamed the 
AOministration and the authorizing committees jointly ror 
the lengthy delays in the appropriations process, Congressman 
Ottinger expressed concern over the numerous exceptions 


meovided for the Appropriations Committee in the drart bill. 


SS ea 


7ViLegislative Reorganization Act of 1970, p. 263. 
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He noted that exceptions related to open hearings, the seven 
days filing time for committee reports, and the availability 
of committee reports and printed hearings prior to floor 
debate, Approvriations weasures now require three calendar 
days, including weekends and holidays, prior to floor debete. 
Other legislation requires three legislative days. The 
Congressman stated that he would prefer at least a week for 
study and analysis of appropriations bills. As an example 


Se conis short filing, he cited the Military Construction Bill, 


which allegedly was available only two hours before floor 
debate, (+ 
Congressman Lee H. Hamilton (D. Indiana) testified 
in favor of the fiscal year change; but, did not approve of 
the severel exceptions to standard provisions being afforded 
to the Appropristions and Rules Committees in the draft Dale tee 
Congressman Donald WV. Riegle, Jr. (R. Michigan) 
favored the fiscal year change and stated that he and Congress- 
man Robert H. Michel (R. Illinois), both on the Appropriations 
Committee, had jointly sponsored legislation to change the 
Meecal year to coincide wath the calendar year, (© 
Congressman Sam M. Gibbons (D. Florida) favored a 


change in the fiscal year dates and advocated that a deadline 


mor authorizations be establisned @U the end of Sepvember,. 


eee ee ree 


74Ibid., PP. 290-293. ?Ibid., pp. 300-301. 
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Thereafter, it would be in order for appropriations bills to 
precede authorization measures to the floor, /¢ 

Congressman Lovis C. Wyman (R. New Hampshire) 
commented on his proposel (House Resolution 557) to change 
Rouse Rule XAXI and provide that when authorizing committees 
had not reported out by June 1, then appropriations measures 
could be brought to the floor without being subject to a point 
Srorder, House Rule XX1, Paragraph 2, states@enete no 
appropriation shall be reported in any general appropriation 
bill or be in order as an emendment thereto for any expenditure 


4 


not previously authorized by law." Congressman Wyman stated 
that he believed ae monthe was ample time for the substantive 
Cemmictcees to work their will. If the rules were chamgcged to 
esteblish a June 1 deadline, Congressman Wyman suggested that 
a change in fiscal year datcs would be unnecessary, /° 
There was notestimony, whatsoever, in the public 

hearings against the proposal to change the fiscal year. Howe 
ever, during the hearings, there were some interesting 
references to opinions held by influential members of the 
House. For example, Subcommittee Chairman B. F. Sisk (D. 
California) responded as follows to a witness testifying in 
favor of the fiscal year change: 

I mignt say I think our committee is pretty well 


@edicated to this 1dealQy™ Onw tne otier nang, we have 
had some objections expressed.by, let‘s say substantial 


ee A EE EE MS i a, 
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members of the Appropriations Committee, and so I 
recognize, of course, there are differences of opinion, (2 


Another reference to this difference of opinion cane 
from Congressman John Young (D. Texas), a member of the Sub- 
committee on Reorganization, Congressman Young commented: 

One of our distinguisnsad colieesiceijenis enrecced 
a great deal by this (the fiscal year change) does not 
seem to think too much Of iy = Wiewenatm- eo) cic 
Appropriations Committee, 

Unfortunately, the Chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee did not testify before the Subcommittee in a public 
session. Chairman Mahon appeared before the Subcommittce in 
an executive (closed) session, and, therefore, a record of 
Mis current position on these various reform proposals is not 
evailable. Mr, Paul Wilson, Chief Clerk and Staff Director 
7Oor the House Appropriations Committee, edvised that he did 
not know the extent of Chairman Mahon'’s testimony, but 
ibelievea that 1t primarily related to the fiscal year chance, 
ioe Wilson stated that while the recen> executive session 
testimony was not releaseable, Chairman Mahon had testified 
ew some length before the Joint Committee on the Creganizatvicn 
of Congress in 1965. Hr. Wilson stated his belief that the 
Chairman's views had remained basically the same as far as 
he knew, 81 


Thercfore, Congressman Mahon's testimony before the 


ae me a ee me oe 
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earlier Committee will be briefed as the final part of this 
Chapter. 

Before leaving this analysis and review of the 
hearings before the Subcomnittee on Legislative Reorganization, 
the testimony by Philip S. Hughes, Deputy Director of +t 
bureau Of the Budget is worth noting, In briet, Mie Huehes 
testified that he favored the change in the fiscal year end 
itat he represented the position of the Administration, 
however, he proceeded to explain that in the last six yeers, 
only six appropriations measures had become Jaw by the start 
er che fiscal year, July i, During this period, seven 
appropriations measures had taken six months or longer after 
eae start of the fiscal year. lr, Hug shes recognized that a 
[mejor cause of the delay occurred In tne auvnori Zines orocces. 
memecormented on the many evuthorizarions whien expinecwever, 
mew and require new lezislatrven incon june vICn ieee 
fiscal year change, 2 recommendation was made that the 
President’s budget by submitted during the firsy ten days of 
mont, in order to allow the bia eat we eee ro sore ror ruG 
meme pner the date required. My Hughes meminded the Sub- 
Sormittee, tnat wnile he favored the fiscal year change, it 
should not be regarded as a panacea and would not be a 
Substitute for other possible reforms in the appropriations 


process, 82 


82Lercislative Reorganization Act of 1970, pp. 2-8. 
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As a final observation on the proposed Legislative 
Reorganization Act of 1970, a statement by Congressma 
James G, O'Hare (D. Michigan) reveals that not everyone was 
eger-oVued by Whe contents of this reroerm bill: 
Let me say I am one of those who feels that there are 
@ number of practices, customs and procedures in the 
House of Representatives that could very well stand 
reform and modernization, JI am going to have to begin 
by confessing that I think the bill that I have seen, 
with phenomenal inaccuracy, misses most of then. 
But perhaps a more fitting finale would be reference 
Ho Congressman Richard Bolling™s (D. “lissouri) remark on the 
nature of the hearings and the type of bill that the Sub- 
committee hoped to ae reported out. He said that in his 
view “reorganization involved housekceping and reform involved 
wne power structure." He made it clear that the objective 
Oo, vhe Subcommittee was tne former, rather than the latter, 04 
This Chapter has identified the various legislative 
proposals before the 9Yist Congress on the subject of congrese- 
eeonal reform. A statement expressing the posivion of the 
powerful Chairman of the House Appropriations Committee on 
these various changes would have been most helpful. However, 
emarrnan Manon testified in execut@re SesSicon before the 
Semecommittee, in order to gain Some "insight anto Chairman 
Manon's views on the subject of congwessional reform, a review 
Ge nis testimony before The MNonromey s@omaittee, on August 


17, 1965, will have to suffice. The following observations 


a 
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on budgetary and congressional reform are attributed to 
Chairman Mahon and heve been taken from the printed hearings, 
Circa 1965, 
Chairman Mahon's opening remarks to the Joint 
(Monroney) Committee: 
Government, as you know, is not an exact science. It 
is not a matter of mathematical calculation. Government 
IS an art, and I think we need to approach cur deliberations 
tt Lae in mind < 
I doubt that we should do much tinkering with the form 
of the legislative bedy. It seems likely that the greatest 
necd is to tone up the muscles. Toning up the muscles 
e2lis for discipline and restraint pee oetUyP], Of semeqy 
or medicine which noocdy in or out of public life seems to 
like to take, 
Chairmen Mahon continued by assuring the Committee 
Ematc Congress hed not Lost control of the purse, and he 
suesesvted that those critics who claimed ovherwise, Cither 
were careless with their words or they were fiscally illiterate, 
On the subject of increased professional staff for 
congressional committees, Chairman Mahon anticipated that the 
Appropriations Committee would have moderate staff increases, 
but he reflected his basic conservative orientation when he 
meaed that Congress does not need &@ Breav big SUair. He 
metterated that real large staffs would nov solve any problems. 
The basic problem, Chairman Manon believea, was the lack of 


resoluteness on the part of Congress. The absence of this 


Seonsressional will to do its job could mov be replaced by 


ee et OR ee 


85u. S. Congress, House, Joint Committee on the 
Organization of the Congress, Hearings, Pursuant to S, Con, 
peeawwe. O9tnh Congs., ist sessy, 1965." Parcenl, opm to7c->-. 
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delegation to staff personnel, He then quobed. Disracii., 
"Are we to have a government of statesmen, or clerks?" Again, 
he emphasized that in the final analysis the individual 
congressman must study the issues and decide. He cannot 
delegate this responsibility. 

The Chairman voiced complete satisfaction with the 
investigative staff of his Committee, He explained the 
temporary nature of the assistance from the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation in directing the Committee’s Investigative 
Staff. Chairman Mahon further explained that his Committee 
pulled investigators from various agencies, including the 
Serveral Accounting Office, and reimbursed their parent 
organizations for tneir services, When the task was completed, 
temporarily assigned investigators returned to their respective 
esencics and departnents. 

Chairman Mahon expressed Little enthusiast or the 
Joint Committee on the Budget. He charged that every key 
provision of the concept was unsound, unworkable or unnecessary. 
He reasoned that members of Congress do not have enough time 
emit is in order to accomplish ell Of their work, and thus, 
do not need another committee assignment. Also, as a super- 
committee, the Joint Committee would be just another layer 
through which the budget must be processed, without adding to 
the efficiency of the process, As an aside, Chairman Mahon 


noted the lack of attendance by members of the Joint Committee 
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during his testimony. Only helf of the members were present 
at the time. 

fhe Cheirman expressed approval of the requirement 
for five year cost projections in the budget. Then noted that 
the Congress had required such five year cost projections 
Since 1956. He felt the requirement was largely ignored due 
to the fact tnat substantive committees found the total costs 
Ot programs to be embarrassing. 

Turning to the Executive Branch, Chairman Mahon 
observed that many advantages had accrued to the Presidenv in 
the budgetary process since the passage of the Budget and 
Accounting Act of 1921. He continued by noting the abortive 
effort to provide some of these advantages to Congress, in 
1946, specifically a method of reviewing the budget as a 
mooie, i,e,., the Legislative Budget He concluded by staring 
that the Legislative Budget should either be repealed or 
implemented by Congress. 

The authorization delays in the appropriations 
Peocess received his attention and Vee clucasscveCTal crample. 
Of such delays. He concurred with the idea of updating the 
budget at mid-session, 

Chairman Mahon cited "back door" financing as a 
mea jot impediment to congressional convrelmever executive 
expenditures. On the subject of “back door financing, Vic 


Said: 
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i Gnink that one ought to bo Able Gouestueet che door 
of the Appropriations Committees and count the bills when 
they come out each year and total them up and say, 
"Congress has provided for this amount.“ But, if one 
Should do this, he would be disillusioned, because while 
he sav at the front door, he would find at the back door, 
without any processing through the Appropriations Committee, 
vast sums, sometimes running into the billions, have been 
authorized for expenditure in bills out of other committees, 86 

In noting the popular interest in changing the 
fiscal year to the calendar year, Chairman Mahon commented 
that the government used the calendar year until 1842, He 
agreed that it was something that the Joint Committee should 
look into and that, perhaps, the fiscal year shovld go back 
to January il. 

He complimented the Executive Branch rarcutcul oi 
meee rresident; for economizing in the use of Federal funds.» He 
peereescted that the Executive was doing a much better job than 
mee congress in this regard. "While the President@ was turning 
emis cne jights to economize," Chairman Mahon vesvitied, 
"Congress was turning the lignts on e@gain and putting in 
larger bulbs," He citved several examples of the extrete 
liberality and over-spending of the various substantive 
committees and noted that the President had threatened to 
impound some of the funds previously authorized as an economy 
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Finally, on the question Of assigning a greater role 
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mootne General Accounting Office, Chairman Mahon noted that 
Congress had never apvropriated funds to enable GAO to make 
expenditure analyses of the executive departments as 
authorized by the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 
Chairman Mahon said that he believed the law contemplated a 
pre-appropriation budgetary review role for GAO. His comment 
was as follows: 

About all I would say on it is that we probably should 
take care not to involve the GAO in the business of making 
detailed recommendations on pending budget requests, That 
might get them tangled ~ and mangled = politically. There 
ere Wore prolivteble- Ways: vOsezplol ly Gie practi vices 1 or 
congressional purposes. ee mignt be well to consider 
repeal of the provision, ( 

On the proposal to increase the use of electronic 


data processing equipment, as an aid to Congress, Chairman 


he would be inclined to support any 


cr 


Mahon testified tha 
Preasonable and practical use of EDP.” He emphasizea that 
ie {easibility of such use Shoulda vy be Wievermined by amparcvies 
Peeeer tus in che steleld. 

This concludes the review of Chairman Mahon's 
mestimony before the Joint Commitvee On the Organizacvion of 
the Congress (the Monroney Committee) on August 17 and 24, 
1965, 08 

LnaS Concludes. 2c se iw tise w Oo iapuer Of Currey 


reform legislation re@eting to the congressional phase of the 
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bwaretary process. 


The following Chapter evaluates prospecvs Tor 


reforn,. 





CHA PT ives 


PROSPECTS AND CONCLUSION 


The View From Congress 





in a discussion of congressional reform, the view 
from Congress should really be the view from the House of 
Representetives., In the final analysis, it will be the House 
that decides whether there is to be a Legislative Reorganization 
Met of 1970, or 1971, or 19726 This réport has shown that 
many reform meesures have been passed by the Senate over the 
past several years. The House, on the other hand, has not 
been similarly inclined to embrace reform, 

Congressmen, and here the term is restricted to 
mos usual meanings as & title for members or the House, 
recognize flays in the budgetary system, Some of these flaws 
[wee SeCrious and require correc Vive ac to. (osu meny bere 
whe various committees on reorganiZavion and quovavions 
elsewhere suggest that congressmen are hard pressed for time, 
There is no doubt that their responsibilities are great and 
mnere are Many COMPSUIneeaculv tres Vyone for Unei1r AaAvvention, 

in The Congressman, His work @s He Sees It, a panel 


ef congressmen CXPresscammercrctstiay More aervrention could noe 


1446 





147 
be devoted to reform and the improvement of congressional 
methods and procedures, The panclists argued that the 
pressures of congressional responsibility were so great and 
the activity involved with reform movements so time-consuming, 
that only those items of direct and immediate concern could 
be acted upon. The panelists admitted that defects in 
congressional procedure, received their attention only when 
some major crisis rocused On especially gerievsous cr ross 
Situations, The congressmen's collective appraisal of the 
House was favorable, and they believed, on balance, that the 
House wes an effective INStTLEUUtLOnN,, - Tne constr essien mrp at tC loa ei 
in the panel discussions, consistently mentioned the following 
Strengiuns of tvhe House as an effective legislative body: 

ieee tune careful scrutiny miven vo ail lersisiative proposais-: 

2. the generally high coelibre and expertise of the member- 
jae and the salutary effects of spectral Zation: 

3. the so-called representetiveness of the House, that is, 
mee close relationship wnich eCxXisvs bevween tne consrescsizan 
fee nis constituency; and, 

y, the evolution of House structure and procedures which 
mee served to facilitate the cirTective cperavion of a large, 
hetcrogeneous, and unwieldy body. 89 


The House is acutely eware of unrest within its 


89clapp, The Conrressnan, pp. 4-5. 
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membership and the criticism voiced by outsiders. Congressman 
Lawrence Coughlin (R. Pennsylvania) provided a thoughtful 
summary of the present situation and the need for change in 
his testimony before the Subcommittee on Legislative Reorgani-~ 
zation, Congressman Coughlin testified as follows: 


Lam vitally interested in the ability of Congress to 
reform itself, it seems to me, Mr, Chairman, tnet many 
of today*‘s pressing problems ~ poverty, taxes, and 
POLuULiOn, to cite a fem — wid nov be solved vor 
ameliorated unless the tools we use are updated to 
mendic them, The last significant reform ef Congress 
took place in 1946. Since then, fast moving events 
and developments have tended to diminish the effective- 
ness of many tools at the disposal of Congress. {In 
order to preserve and augment the power and influence 
of the Legislative Branch of government in the years 
ahead, it seems to me that some of the ways that we go 
about our business must be changed, I believe that 
Significant congressicnal reforms at this time will 
Convince many of che skepvics anstnis coumiry uhavecur 
Breat system is fully capable of reforming itself 
through the democratic process, 


The consensus of opinion among staff personnel scems 
two be that certain evolutionary procedural changes wili take 
place. Anyone expecting major changes in procedures or power 
Pweemcoucs Will be disappointed. Many of these stail people 
have hed long and intimate involvement in and knowledge of 
the legislative process, AS a group, the staff foresees 
Hittle change occurring in the power structure, iie., the 
seniority system and/or committee chairmen authority and 
influence, in fact, these same staff people voice the opinion 


meee che traditional Crivicism Unienworiteinaves Outside oF 


2 Se ee om 


70Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970, p. 160. 








ees 


Sonpress JS unfair and, in Some cases, Unin,ormecm In his 
Swaivacion of the criticismeyand tne prospects for rerorn, 
Boorse Goodin, Jr. writes as Toma 


mane Fealistic approach 1orm aero fer, vierel ore. 
Seems to lie alone the Pines so movie ie Gyoren 
as it now operates, 91 


The urgency of congressionel reform and che weans 


necessary to accomplish the required reforms are strongly 


+ 


expressed by former Senator Joseph Clerk in his book, Congress, 


mae Sepless Branch: 


One way or another the massive job of congressional 
reorganizetion and reform must get underway before it 
is too late and congressional government breaks down 
under the strain of modern pressures for action, 


But, the truly fundamental reforms that are needed, those 
eriecting cdirectly the Pover Stwrctume ©€f Wine Ceomeree-., 
ean Only be secured eS Sa ° rest Cm eeteet presser c. wed 
outcsidae Congress, Heforms “Of ethiamitetn1 uae require 
continuous, massive, popular insistance, 

A majority of Congress is, in my view, prepared to 
Support reform, and Veryvesvpsta mr ilaleeototm, if wopular 
and Presidential demand is strong enough. The restoration 
of congressional capacity Yorsevaeane  tiereDy CoeCetee ver. 
wtOon of congresSioOMeal Pres vigeresie mov sonly See ties cub! ac 
interest, but_also in the interest of Congress as an 
institution, 9 7 


With ald dues respect to Senatvemm@ierk "“spbsteantial 
meform of the power structure’ is not likely to happen. 
Wnoueh there was much testimony before the Subcommittee on 


Reorganization to the effect that the changes proposed in 





a 


[lGeorge Goodvinw Jean “Ine Seniority System in 
Consress," The American Polivicall science Heyvrew, Vili, (June, 
1959), po. 442-436, vceprinted 3 in Coneressional Bbeforn - 


Problems and Prospects, edited by Joseph Clark, (New York: 
Mnomes ¥, Crowell Co., 1965). pe cue 





92Joseph S, Clark, Congress: The Sapless Branch, 
(New York: Earper and Row, Publishers, 1964), pp. 210-246. 
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tevle J of the Act did “not so far enough," the facts of the 
matter are that tne possibility for substantial change is 
mil, The “young Turks," as the more radical and ontspoken 
members of the House are referred, are not likely to be 
served in the immediate future. Congress is called, sone- 
memes facetiously, “the World’s Greamest Deliberavivemimody, ° 
ihe House leadersnip, with a decided conservative bent, 
presumably intends to keep it that way, and with specific 
emphasis on "deliberative," 

If one accepts Congressman Bolling’s definition of 
reorganization as meaning housekeeping, then a reorganization 
BetOrt may be successful, But, if one cnooses to think of 
feoweenization as reform of the power structure, then he 
Will be disappointed in the outcome, The power structure is 
Most Jjikely to remain intact, Tne House feadership and the 
committee chairmen are not about to vote to give any of their 
power awey., Conversely, the junior members, though rash and 
Serspoken, are not likely to try to take the power and, 
Mmeerecby, incur the displeasure of theweeaderstiiiepee! nemo! 1 
Seevne latter approach was manifestly demonstraved in mid- 
February when junior House members attempted to dethrone the 
Speaker, In that unhappy instance, the pover structure arose 
to crush the junior up-rising somewnat unmercifully. When 
mac chips were down, the votes were cast Wivn the leeder— 


ship. 





A 


The View from Outside 


Oe a ee ee 





In @ well-written and entertaining book, Obstacle 
Course on Cepito]l Hill, Robert Bendiner describes the 
historical trials and tribulations encountered in getting 
ao Aid to Education bill through Congress. On the subject 
of reform, Mr. Bendiner concludes: 


In fact, the remedies, most of them autonatically 
Sugsested by tne very ills they are interided to cure, 
have been advanced repeatedly and discussed exhaustively. 
They are the subject of dozens of books, scores of 
doctoral theses, and thousands of newspaper editorials, 
not to mention occasional speeches by mavericks in 
Congress and even more occasional inquiries by special 
committees, which it appoints to consider some of the 
more tepid approeches to reform, 

pince there is novhing constivil1enalie spre oc. ocd. 
much less sacred, in the procedures of Congress, the 
Memecadies would seem, Superricially., To be ready eu 
hand, 93 


Not all of the critics are Genendins major ren: 1) 
measures relating to the power structure. <A more reasonable, 
evolutionary approach is advoceted by James A. Burnham. Mr. 
Burnham speaks of effecting technical improvements in congres-- 
sional procedures. He would improve the information base and 
imeovide Congress with better tools for accomplisning its 
foo, Mr, Burnnam writes: 

Not even the warmest admirer of Congress denies that 


its operations mignt, with edvantage, be tecnnically 
improved, Quite apart from theories about the proper 
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face oF the legislature, a change would be an improve- 
ewe At tLhirouen it Congress were ‘enabled to do bevter 
wnatever it mignt be that it was in fact Goingy. For 
example, nearly everyone will egree that any change 
enabling Congress to know more about what it is Coing 
is an improvement. 

If Congress is to continue to have even a minor voice 
in matters of the public purse, it needs a clearer, more 
Systematic knowledge of expenditures than it now 
possesses, 

In any case, such merely technical reforms should be 
carefully distinguished fron proposed changes that would, 
Hi carried out, affect not simply Congress* methods of 
operating but its politicel essence, and in particular 
mes Dasic political relations to Other Drancnes an 
gsovernnent and to the electorate, 


Prospects for Reform 


x 


Tne Subcommittee on Legislative Reorganization of 
the House Hules Committee has worked hard during the hearings 
and the drafting of the Lesislative Reorezanimation Act oF 
1970. As a@ result of these herculean efforts, a recommendation 
Mer «be forchcoming to tne full Rules Committee, The bill, 
merece venlually reported out, Will Mot contain aay dra bie 
jmerorms, Title I, relating to committee structure and 
Procedures, will cause the greatest flurry of excitement 
buc it too will heve been modified considerably. No major 
Wereaic will be posed to the existing power structures The 
Peres Committee may decide to isolate Tupveslivana reper, 1c 

S4james A. Burnham, “Tne Case for Congress," 
Congress and the American : ‘radition, (Chicaso: Henry Regnery 
Company, 1959), pp. 262-278, reprinted in Congressional 


Reform-Problens and Prospects, edited by Joseph Clark, — 
(New York: Thomas Y. Crowell Co., 1965), oe oi = 








1 
Speparately under a “closed ruléw” That is; mo amendimcents on 
the floor would be allowed, Tne House leadership would not 
be rational to expose House Rules (and power structure) to 
pee ronval avtreck from the floor -t “cepor eee sw Open 
rule," the bill would be vulnerable to amendments fron the 
PLOOr, and this could be chaotic. 

Title II will be xveported Ove aay orn velocive 
meee from controversy. Title II, Part 6, which provides for 
the change in fiscal year dates, will probably be deleted 
iee1ore the bill is reported out. This prediction is based 
me vne fact that the Chairman of the House Mppropriacions 
Committee objected to the proposal. The Chairman testified 
Peeore the Subcommittee in “closed™ Sess ionteso ier wu. 10 
way of knowing precisely the tone of his statements. However, 
mererences by Chairman Sisk to “subSteagvial nemesarsmof Tie 
House Appropriations Committee" and Congressman Young to “the 
Chairman of the House Appropriations Committee" as naving 
Miejections to the fiscal year change are conciusive chosen 
mo Kill the proposals The House Bules Committee is not Tikely 
meerepors a bill containing fiscealmconi lols son jeer-cmLoO Dy 
mae Chairman of the Appropriations Cemmaicec, 

The influence of the House Appropriations Committee 
Will be obvious in other areas as well. Title II, no doubt, 
BeeLl contain permissive Tengusge pega ae eS Olmre neat nes 


on the executive budget at the beginning of each session, 
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Ma contrast to the Senate bil] whieh provides for joint 
mearings on the budget within thirty days, the House version 
Will more likely provide that such joint hearings may be 
held. Then, the measure wil] leave the procedural details 
to be worked out between the Appropriations Committees, but, 
Ie jOlnt hearings are nov likely to come to fruition. This 
[parent Obstinence on the part of the House Appropriations 
Cemmicctee, With regard to reform legislation, is predicated 
@oe.ts constitutional responsibilities as perceived by committ cece 
menmocrs, The Committee firmly belveves that substantive 
committees habitually over-spend Federal funds and the Senate, 
imeecneir opinion, is even worse then the Houses According y, 
Pepcopriations members feel tnat it is their primary and 
Sonstitutional duty to provect the Treasury and to enforce 
eeonomy and efficiency in Federal spending: This=aqvest for 
economy becomes almost, if not in reality, a religious 
mocavtion. 

Richard Fenno offers the following rationale for 
Peuse objection to budgetary reform: 

To the degree that House Committee members believe 
fiaat they now enjoy prée-Cciinence sey wer Ne epoecc 
enanves itn the aporopriavirons preccoumume ec ueuncy Merce mc 
Poo increasing the relativesit Wee of SGne ceneve. 


And they weigh every proposed budgetary reform in 
exactly these terms. 


Senate 


95Richard F. Fenno, Jn,, The Power of the Purse - 
moeoropriations Folitics in Congress) = (boston: Littie, Brom 


and Company, 1966), pp. 628-629, 
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Title II, it is predicted, will contain specific 
language establishing the House position concerning the 
meoper role for the General Accounting Offie@e. EHaritver, it 
was shown that the Senate has long advocated an expended role 
for GAO, extending into executive budget review. The House 
and the Comptroller General have historically resisted 
efforts to assign the GAO these additional pre--appropriations 
duties, The House generally, and the House Appropriations 
Committee specifically, have steadfastly maintained that GAO 
could be put to better use elsewhere. Accordingly, the bill, 
when reported out, will probably assign these additional 
duties to the Secretary of the Treasury and the Director of 
mee bureau of the Budgev, with the General Accomm wert ice 
moa COOperating or advisory roller 

The bill probably will contain a requirement for 
life-of-project or up to five year cost estimates in committee 
reports and, no doubt, the impetus towards encouraging 


maximum annual appropriations review will be continued, 
Cones i1on 


The conclusion of a report of this type should be 
the easiest part. In the present instance, sucn is not the 
case. In essence, there iS no conclusion, Neither the House 


nor the Scnate has yet worked its will on the matter of 





lo 
congressionel reform. The Subcommittee on Legisletive 
Keorganization has not reported its findings and recommen- 
dations to the full Rules Committee. After the Subcommititce 
reports, the full Rules Committee may accept the recommen~ 
dations of the Subcomnittee, or it may decide to hold further 
Hearings of its own, The full Committee may decide to rewrite 
the bill without holding further hearings. In eny event, 
this report does not peoteaa to prescience concerning the 
future actions of the Rules Committee or individual congressmen, 
An informed staff member granted the Legislative Reorganization 
bill a fifty/fifty chance of being reported to the House 
meagre THiS, in itself, would be 4&2 first end 2 victory sc, 


“ 


the Subcomiittee. Another staff member, evidencing long 
mavolvement and much hard work on the billj evatedyy “ir Une 
ie: docs not go to the floorwehis session, everything in 
mors Office will be burned.” <A threavy delivered witha 
see Of course, 

1970 is an election year for many congressmen, 
Congressional reform has received much publicity, Both House 
and Senate leaders have been subjected to a great deal of 
seovicism in the news medi@eagiine Wail Street Jourdat cheracter=— 


ized the Speaker of the House as lacking vigor and described 


The Majority Leader as being too sentie, 9 This Wes one of 


Sarlen J. Large, “Giese rae ce rederal lloney 
Machine," Wall Street Journal, November 25, 1969, p. 22, 





Tae 

the softer slams at congressional leadership over the past 
eeveral months, As a result of this nese CPi ti eusm 
and growing public awareness and interest, the leadership 
Will insist on e reform/reorganization bill of some description 
during this pre-election session. The bill may very well be 
emasculated beyond recognition by the time it reaches the 
fioor, but a Reorganization Act of 1970 will be enacted, 

HEComMSsndAvtions Tor venerize: Wite sieve rest ici. 
primary purpose technical improvements in congressional 
procedures have much merit. Such improvements are urgently 
needed and, no doubt; Will] be@egecented sanc. used byeCongnuess, 

However, before aceepuine proposals for Cras vlca wy 
streamlining and automating Congress, perhaps additional 
exomination is required of the constitutionsl purpose of 


fc 


Pon2zress, With tne Executive and Foe Brancnes of govern— 

ment often advocating expansion in Federal programs and 

activities, and with a growing liberalism in certain sectors 

@, cociety, perhaps an appropriate balance of power or cneci 
ests with the Legislative Branch, Congress has often been 

referred to as the last remaining strongnold of conservatism - 

Mecvbicvlarly, the House of Hepresentarives,. it would seem 
judicious, therefore, thal Careriiea ieee peraceeLlOucay 

Wood be in order prior to Subject ns wiais vody toe reforws or 
changes wnich would counter the constitutional cneck and balance 


system of the Federal government. 
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